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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We print elsewhere.the order we referred to last week transfer- 
ring twenty causes from Mr. Justice Currry, and sixty from Mr. 
Justice Pearsow, to Mr. Justice Norra for the purpose only of 
trial or hearing. 





Tue cause tist for the Easter Sittings will not be published 
before Monday, but from an inspection of the books we believe that 
the number of appeals will prove to be close y ge 375, the number 
on the list at the beginning of the Hil ittings. The causes 
before the five judges of the Chancery Division will number about 
870. 





Ir may BE assumeD that sufficient time has not elapsed for the 
new rule as to marking actions in the Chancery Division to operate 
so as to make an equal division of causes among the judges ; other- 
wise we should scarcely see a transfer of sixty causes from one 
judge, and twenty causes from another, to Mr. Justice Nonru, 
while the other two judges do not part with any causes. The time 
will probably now not be long in arriving when every transfer to 
Mr. Justice Norra will consist of an equal number of causes from 
each of the other four judges. 





We priyr elsewhere three new rules which have been made 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to meet the provisions of the 
Bankruptey Appeals (County Courts) Bill, which was read a third 
time in the House of Commons on the 27th ult. Rule 2a defines 
the term ‘‘Court of Appeal,” as used in the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1883, as including any court to which, under any Act for the time 
being in force, appeals shall lie from the court as defined by the 
Bankruptey Act, 1883. Rule 114 of 1883, as to notice of appeal, is 
annulled, but restored by the new rule 114a, except as to the 
requirement that a copy of the notice of appeal shall be delivered 
by the appellant to each respondent four days before the day on 
which he intends to move. Rule 116 of 1883, as to procedure on 
appeals, is also annulled, and by the new rule 116a appeals are 
directed to be regulated by R. S. C., 1883, Order 58, and any rules 
amending the same, and the term ‘‘Court of Appeal” in that order 
is to have, for the purposes of the Bankruptcy Act and the new 
Tules, the same meaning as in the new rules. 





. Tue PRoceepines in connection with the recent discoveries of 
infernal machines possess unusual interest for lawyers as being 
the first taken under the novel and peculiar provisions of the 
Explosives Act, 1883. If the person now in custody should be 
charged under section 4 of the Act with knowingly having had 
in his possession an explosive substance [which term, by section 9, 
ineludes any machine adapted for causing an explosion] under such 
circumstances as to give rise to a reasonable suspicion that he did 
not have it in his possession for a lawful object, he will, “ unless he 
ean show that he it in his possession for a lawful object,”’ have 
rendered himself liable to penal servitude for not exceeding fourteen 
years, By sub-section 2 of section 4, “in any ing against 
any person for a crime under this section, such pérson and his wife, 
or husband, as the case may be, may, if such person thinks fit, be 
called, sworn, examined, and cross-examined as an ordinary witness 


roceeding should be for an attempt to cause an eEpinee, or for 
a an explosive with intent to endanger or 

property, under ag of the Ae there is no power to 
the party charged. The power of ordering an mquiry, although 
no particular person be charged, which the Attorney-General — 
‘possesses under section 6 of the Act, may, it seems, be exercised 
at any time and in any place, although a particular person may be 
actually charged with a similar offence in any other place. 





Ir AS BEEN sTaTED that, at a recent meeting of the » judges, 
‘among other seatnors Havanese we letter from oy - € a 
cellor respecting the advisability of doing away with the posts 
judges’ marshals.” It is material to point out that the office of 
marshal, as a paid office, has already been abolished by statute, 
The remuneration ds on 15 & 16 Vict. c. 73, s. 7. By this 
section, ‘‘a fixed sum to be settled for the several circuits fy 
Treasury, by and with the sanction of the Lord Chief Justices’ an 
the Lord Chief Baron [these extinct dignitaries are now 

by the Lord Chief Justice of England solely], shall be paid by wa: 
oh salary to each of the judges’ on each spring and 
summer circuit and on the winter circuit for his services thet 
such sum to be paid to the marshal upon notice in writing 

given by the judge by whom such marshal is appointed of 
name and address of the person whom he has appointed to be his 
marshal” to the Treasury. The 77th section of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, expressly provided that ‘‘ nothing in that Act contain 
should ‘‘ interfere with the office of attending any co >. 
sioner of assize.”” But, by the Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879 (42 & 
43 Vict. c. 78), s. 29, ater reciting that, ‘‘by reason of the as 
visions of the Supreme Coart of Judicature Act, 1873, and the Acts 
amending the same, including this Act, divers enactments relating 
to age and offices of the paprane _ Ad become tte 
sary, and it is expedient that the “specifi re b 
whole of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 73, Pe beotions 11 and 26, is 
“ specifically ” repealed. Neither that Act, however, nor any 
other Act we know of, contains any express abolition of the office 
of marshal, so that it is just possible that 15 & 16 Vict. c. 73, 8. 7, 
was repealed by an oversight. Repealed, however, it undoubted 
has been, and the Treasury appears to be under no statutory 
liability to pay the marshals ies. 





THE PROCEEDINGs on a | inquiry, which have recentl 
attracted some attention, are conducted tnder the 

Regulation Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict, o. 70), and the L 
Regulation Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 86), D 
after, and in consequence of, the Windham case (31 L. J. Ch. 
720). The effect of these two Acts is as follows :—The commission 
is directed to the Masters in Lunacy, who, unless the 
lunatic demands an inquiry before a jury, or if the Lord Chancelloi 
be satisfied, by personal examination, he is incompetent to 
form and express a wish in that behalf, and deems it inexpedient 
_ the inquiry should be Wire) a jury, have fully Perens oY 

e inquiry and certify the t. a jury 

eeherel by the Lord ste’ tan ieote Sond be Seiad @ Mb 
tried in the High Court, “and the question in such issue shall be 
whether the alleged insane person is of unsound mind and in- 
capable of managing his affairs” (Act of 1862, s. 4), The number 
of jurors is regulated the Lord Chancellor, but must be twelve 
at least (Act of 1853, &. 46), and twenty-three 


usual number. There is nothing in either statute directing that 
the verdict of a majority may be taken, but we find that 
Windham case seven jurors out of twenty-two dissented from 
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in the case.” The words “in any proceeding” seem clearly to 
include preliminary examinations Sih justices, as well, as 


farther proceedings by indictment; but it is curions that if the 
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time being more than two years before the time of the inquiry, is 
treceiveable in proof of insanity (Act of 1862, s. 3). The alleged 
lunatic “shall, if he be within the jurisdiction, be examined”’ 
before and at the close of the proceedings, unless the presiding 
judge otherwise directs, either in open court or in private, as the 
judge directs (ib., s. 6). Finally, provision is made for a new trial. 
By section 7 of the Act of 1862, ‘‘it shall be lawful for the Lord 

cellor, if he shall think fit, upon a petition being presented 
to him within three months next after the trial” of the issue, ‘to 
order that a new trial shall be had of such issue, or a new inquiry 
made as to the insanity” of the person found insane. It appears 
to be in the absolute discretion of the Lord Chancellor to grant or 
withhold an order for a new trial. 





OnE oF THE PornTs discussed at the recent conference between Mr. 
CHaMBERLAIN and a few representative shipowners and underwriters 
was whether there ought to be an implied warranty of seaworthi- 
ness in the insured vessel at the time the risk commences in time 
policies. As the law now stands, in every voyage policy the in- 

‘Is held by law to warrant that, at the time the policy 
the ship is se: ; unless, by some express agreement, 


the warran g 





is seaworthy i 

anty is negatived. In time policies there is no implied 
warranty of seaworthiness (Dudgeon v. Pembroke, 25 W. R. 
499, I. "R-°2 App. “Cas. 284). The Merchant Shipping Bill 
ae in the case of voyage policies, the insured shall not 
entitled to recover in respect of any loss which would not have 
occurred but for the unseaworthiness of the ship, if that unsea- 
worthiness arose after the commencement of the voyage, and could 
have been prevented by the exercise of reasonable care on the part 
of the owner or master. In the case of time policies the insured 
shall not be entitled to recover in respect of any loss if the ship 
was unseaworthy at the time of leaving the port at which the risk 
commenced, or the port in which she last was before the risk com- 
menced ; or, in respect of any loss which would not have occurred 
but for the unseaworthiness of the ship, if that unseaworthiness 
arose after the ship’s leaving the port at which she was at the 
commencement of the risk, or the port in which she last was before 
the commencement of the risk, and such unseaworthiness could 
have been prevented by the exercise of reasonable care on the part 
of the owner or master. The effect of these clauses would be to 
place time and voyage policies on the same footing with regard to 
the warranty of seaworthiness in the ship insured. This 
would bring this portion of the English law of marine 
insurance into conformity with that of foreign countries. 
At present, the English law, as laid down in Dudgeon v. 
Pembroke, differs from that of all other European countries. The 
continental cases make no difference between time and voyage 
licies with respect to the warranty of seaworthiness. In the 
nited States, however, although it has been held that, in a time 
policy, there is a warranty of seaworthiness at the port of departure, 
the point does not appear to be quite settled. On the other hand, 
a in the law which will preclude the shipowner from 
recovering on his contract of insurance unless his ship was sea- 
worthy at the time the policy attached is very much against the 
interests of the shipowner. He may complain with some reason 
that the law ought not to deal more stringently with him than it 
does with the railway companies, and that, if a railway passenger 
‘cannot recover damages for injuries received in an accident caused 
by a latent defect in a carriage wheel (Readhead v. Midland Rail- 
way Company,17 W. R. 737), the shipowner ought not to be pre- 
eluded from recovering on his contract of insurance by reason of a 
defect in his ship of such a nature that it could neither be guarded 
against in the process of construction nor discovered by subsequent 
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case of Peter v. Peter (ante, p. 410) has, upon the third 
been finally decided, and a technical difficulty, which in 
isolated cases might have arisen, has been made impossible. 
an infant was born who would be a necessary party to an 
the practice was to direct an inquiry whether he should be 
by the proceedings had since the time of his birth, and if 
order went on to direct the infant to be made a to the 
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and to be bound. The new practice, as settled by Mr. | 
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Justice Currry, first makes the infant a party, and afterwards 
directs the necessary inquiry. It will be observed that under 
former practice the infant, not being a party, could not technical] 
be represented on the inquiry, but under the new practice he cant 
enter an appearance by his guardian, and so acquire a right to bej 
represented while the desirability of his being bound by f 
proceedings is being investigated. We are not aware of any 
in which an infant, on coming of age, has repudiated a suit on 
ground that he was not represented on the inquiry; such a 
might, however, arise, and, therefore, it may be considered essen 
tial that technical correctness in such proceedings should be alwa' 
enforced. 





A Royrat Covers or Justice Rifle Association has been formed, 
under the presidency of Lord Cotermper, composed of volunteers 
and others engaged in the Royal Courts and kindred offices, and 
having for its object the encouragement and development of rifle 
shooting ; for which purpose it is ee to hold competitions 
and prize meetings. The rules and bye-laws of the association 
are already framed, and, we observe that, among other matters, they 
inflict a penalty on the discharging a rifle except at a target, or ina 
‘“‘blowing-off pit, when available.” No provision appears to be 
made for the case of a “ blowing-oft pit’ not being available, but 
probably in this case the learned taxing masters, who appear among 
the vice-presidents, will be called in to draw and dispose of the 
charges. 





In tHe case of R. v. Damon and another, tried at the Dorset 
Easter Sessions, a casus omissus came to light in section 56 of 24 & 
25 Vict. c. 96. This section makes it a felony ‘‘to break and enter 
any dwelling-house, school-house, shop, warehouse, or counting- 
house.” In the case before the court, the prisoners had broken 
into and stolen money from a solicitor’s office, and the office in 
question was a detached building unoccupied at night. It was 
clearly not a dwelling-house, school-house, shop, or warehouse. 
Could it in any sense be called a counting-house? The court was 
of opinion that it could not, and the prisoners were accordingly 
convicted upon the count for larceny. 





Tue orrice of High Steward of Westminster, which has become 
vacant by the death of the Duke of Buccrevcn, is a singular 
relic of antiquity. The post has always been held by a nobleman, 
who is appointed by the Dean and Chapter of Westminster, and 
holds office for life. His main function appears to be to appoint a 
deputy, who is confirmed by the Dean and Chapter, and one of 
the duties of the deputy is stated to have been to preside at the 
court leet, an institution which, as Buacxstonz remarked, had, even 
when he wrote, “‘ been for a long time in a declining way.” 





At the Guildhall, on the 10th inst., Frederick Walter Williams, 
solicitor’s clerk, was c before Alderman Savory with embezzling the 
sum of £2 from Mr. Daniel Edwin Chandler, solicitor, of No. 25, Finsbury- 
pavement. Mr. Chandler said that he prosecuted the prisoner with great 
reluctance, as he was a young man of great respetabily and every evo 
clerk. The money was a matter of no moment, but the difficulty it had 
9 him into with his clients was very serious. The prisoner came into 

i orcs on the 4th of February with an excellent character. On 
the 18th of March he gave him £2 to enter a cause down for trial, and he 
kept the money, and failed to enter the cause. The first he knew about 
the offence was from a communication he received from the other side 
asking him whether he had abandoned the action. That was on the 2nd 
He spoke to the prisoner about it, and he said that it wass 
. The prisoner keard him dictating 4 
letter to the associate of the > Set Justice on the subject, and 
he made an excuse to h carpe: f Court. He went away, 
and never returned. was not the worst of his conduct, for he had 
placed him in similar difficulties in several other transactions. He sent 4 


message to the asking him for the papers connected with the 
cases, and the wrote him two letters acknowledging his defalca- 
tions, giving information as to where the it be found, and ask- 
ing for forgiveness. ee ‘¢ guilty,’’ and asked to be 
leniently dealt with. Mr. also asked the magistrate to deal as 
leniently as he could with the prisoner. Alderman Savory sentenced the 
prisoner to six weeks’ imprisonment, and hard labour. 
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A CURIOUS POINT IN THE LAW OF 
CONSPIRACY. 


A very curious point was recently raised by the case of The Queen 
y. Manning (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 241). An indictment had been 
preferred against two defendants for conspiring together to defraud 
the prosecutor. The Lord Chief Justice, before whom the case 
was tried, directed the jury that, on this indictment, they might 
find one prisoner guilty and acquit the other. The report does not 
state how the question came to arise, but it is obvious that the 
evidence must have been different as against the defendants 
respectively. And this may well be, because the statements made 
by one of two accused persons are evidence against himself, but not 
against the other. Take the most simple case—viz., that, A. and B. 
being indicted for conspiring together to commit a crime, A. has 
stated to a witness in effect that he was guilty of so conspiring 
with B. This, of course, according to ordinary principles, is not 
evidence against B., but is evidence against A. It was held by the 
Queen’s Bench Division that the direction of the Lord Chief Justice 
was wrong, and that, whe ersons are indicted for conspiring 
ogether_and—are bried—together, both De uitted or both 
sonvicted. The court, however, seem to have come to that con- 
lusion with reluctance, and mainly, if not solely, on the ground 
that they were bound by authority. 

At first sight it appears to be illogical and absurd to convict one 
of two defendants indicted for conspiring together and to acquit 
the other, and, undoubtedly, such a verdict does involve an incon- 
sistency ; but it does not follow that it is not good common sense 
that the jury should have the power of returning such a verdict. 
The same difficulty has sometimes occurred in the Divorce Court, 
where a wife has confessed adultery with the co-respondent. Her 
admission is sufficient evidence against herself of adultery, but, of 
coursé, is no evidence against the co-respondent ; and, accordingly, 
the court has acted on such evidence against the wife, but not 
against the co-respondent. And this is obviously just. The 
analogy between the two cases appears to us exact. No doubt 
it would be absurd that a court should decide that A. has com- 
mitted adultery with B., but that B. has not committed adultery 
with A. But the truth is that the court decides nothing of the 
sort in substance, whatever the form of the issue may be. The 
court’s judgment is not really the expression of an opinion that 
two contradictions can co-exist. To suppose this is to mistake 
the function of a judicial decision altogether. The function of 
the judicial decision is really to make certain orders or authorize 
certain acts on the basis of certain facts found as against a par- 
ticular person or persons. It is an accident that the decision guoad 
different persons takes place on one trial. To take the case in 
point: suppose the two prisoners charged with conspiring together 
to be tried separately, the true nature of the case appears. It is 
obvious then, as it appears to us, that it ought to be ible to 
return inconsistent verdicts. Suppose A. and B. to have con- 
spired. B. absconds, and escapes for the time, but A. is appre- 
hended and tried for conspiring with B. But the evidence then forth- 
coming against A. is, we will suppose, very weak, and A., there- 
fore, is on the evidence rightly acquitted. Then, suppose B. is caught, 
and tried for conspiring with A., and much stronger evidence has 
since turned up ; why, in common sense, should not B. be convicted ? 
Is there anything wrong or absurd in such a result? We can see 
nothing. [We may observe that we are not concerned with the ques- 
tion what the law actually is with regard to our hypothetical case. 
We are only discussing the question what the reason of the thing 
is.] There is really no greater difficulty in the conviction of one of 
two persons cha: with conspiring together and the acquittal of 
the other than in the case that occurs at almost every assizes and 
sessions in which, two or more persons being accused of any 
crime, one of the prisoners makes a confession implicating himself 
and the other or others. The judge always tells the jury that 
when A. makes a statement jointly affecting himself and B., they 
may act on it as against A. himself, but not as against B. There 
are, no doubt, some cases in which the statement might be true as 
against A., and yet not true as against B.; but in some cases it is 
impossible, in fact, to believe the story as against one and not as 
against the other. It is impossible to doubt that the statement 
often does weigh with the jury against the prisoner who has not 
made it; but the judge always tells them that they ought to dis- 















regard it as against any but the prisoner making it, and there is no 
absurdity in their following such a direction. 

The result of the rule of practice, which is now finally estab- 
lished by the decision we refer to, in deference to pre-existing 
authority, seems to us to be somewhat anomalous. It is clear that 
a man may be tried alone for conspiring with a person unknown. 
It would seem to follow that he ought to be able to be tried alone 
for conspiring with a known person who is not in custody, and 
who, therefore, cannot be tried. And if so, in reason it would 
seem to follow that the other, when caught, ought to be able to be 
tried alone. But if A. and B. might be tried separately for con- 
spiring together, then all sorts of curious anomalies seem to follow 
from the decision. Suppose A. is tried first and convicted, or even 


-pleads guilty. B. clearly need not be convicted when tried after- 


wards, and consequently the result which, according to the decision, 
cannot happen when they are tried together might happen if they 
were tried separately. Again, one of the two being arraigned 
together pleads guilty. The other may be acquitted. Again, if 
the first tried is acquitted, it would seem logically to result from 
the decision that the other ought not to be convictable, which, as 
we have before stated, does not seem to us common sense. 





TRADE-MARKS IN ENGLAND. 


II. 


Tue next point is—If a foreign trader has been in the habit of 
using a particular mark, and that mark has been registered by 
another firm in this country, has the foreign trader any redress? 
This question has now been decided by the Court of Appeal to be 
one which must depend upon the circumstances of the case (Jn re 
Riviere § Co., 32 W. R. 390). In that case, the applicants were 
Madras wine merchants, and their case was that the respondents 
had been employed by them to register a trade-mark for them in 
this country ; that the latter had, instead of so doing, registered the 
mark in their own names, and that such registration was, there- 
fore, wrongful; and the applicants contended that the registration 
must be treated as held in trust for them, and must be transferred 
into their names, or that, if that could not be done, the registration 
must simply be expunged. When the case came before Mr. Justice 
Pearson (49 L. T. N. 8. 506), he decided the case on the pre- 
liminary objection that the applicants had not alleged any user or 
any intention of using the trade-mark in this country, being appa- 
rently under the impression that the applicants could not be 
aggrieved by the registration, unless they were entitled to be placed 
on the register themselves. We have already stated our reasons for 
thinking that the view taken | the learned judge, that the foreign 
applicants could not register here without alleging past user, or 
intended future user, in England, is not sustainable. It was 
certainly not affirmed by the Court of Appeal, who only referred to 
it for the purpose of saying that if that view were correct, it would 
still not justify the summary dismissal of the application. The 
Lord Chancellor said that it was perfectly clear that even persons 
who could not register might be aggrieved by the registration of 
something as a trade-mark which was not authorized to be regis- 
tered under the Act, such as a term communis juris, and that if in 
that case the grievance intended by the Act could not be limited to 
the grievance of a person who was himself entitled to register in 
respect of that mark, he did not know why, in the case of any other 
mark, such a limitation should be imposed. With respect to the 
case before him, he said that the question whether the applicant 
was a person aggrieved or not was a matter of fact to be decided 
on the evidence which might be produced upon the merits, and not 
to be determined @ prioré as a matter of law. And he illustrated 
his view by observing—and this bears out the distinction we have 
suggested between marks which contain a name and address, and 
marks which do not—that if the respondents had pro _ to 
register in this country a trade-mark bearing the name and foreign 
address of the applicants, it could hardly be seriously said that that 


FOREIGN 


would not be a grievance, even though the applicants were not 
ing on any business in this country, ei directly or b 


consignees. Lord Justice Cotton said much the same thing, 
the case was remitted to the court below for decision 2 the 
facts. This decision was subsequently given in favour of the re- 


spondents (Weekly Notes, 1884, p. 75). 
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_A foreign trade-mark owner may, therefore, be aggrieved by the 
Fer mere of a trade-mark similar to his own in this country, at 
all events, it would seem, where the trade-mark which is being 

gistered here contains his name and address; and we should also 

it that he would be aggrieved in such a case as In re Riviere 

§ Co., if the facts were such as were there alleged, but were held 
not to be substantiated by the evidence. If a foreign trade-mark 
owner is entitled to register his trade-mark in this country without 
ig required, as he certainly never has been by any rule or regu- 
lation of the registration authorities, to allege past user or intended 
future user in this country ; and if such registration would, when 
effected, be equivalent to such user, which would be the case 
according to the terms of the Act; and if by the fraud of the agent 
employed to register that mark for him he is deprived of the benefit 
which he would otherwise have so obtained; there seems to be no 
escape from the position that he is a person aggrieved and entitled 
to have the wrongful and fraudulent registration in the agent’s 
own name rectified. Whether he is or is not entitled to have the 
registration transferred into his own name is a further question. 

There is believed to be no instance of that having been done, 
attempts which have been made having failed upon the facts; but 
it seems, at all events, safe to say this much, that if, in any case, 
such an order would be made in favour of a British applicant, 
under similar circumstances the same order ought to be made in 
favour of an alien applicant. Other cases might be suggested in 
which a foreigner might be entitled to oppose or rectify a registra- 
tion here, as, for instance, if a word in common use in the trade all 
over the world were being or had been registered, and under some 
international arrangement the registration of the word in this 
country would entitle the registered proprictor here to obtain 
registration also in the country of the foreign opponent, and so to 
exclude him from the right to use the common word. In such 
cases there would, according to the decision of the Court of Appeal, 
be a grievance to the alien, and he would have a locus standi in 
our courts to secure its removal. 

It now remains to consider how far the rights of foreign trade- 
mark owners in this country are affected by the Patents, Designs, 
and Trade-Marks Act of last year. Under the new Act it appears 
to us to be clear that a foreign trade-mark owner cannot sue in 
this country for infringement of trade-mark simpliciter, unless the 
trade-mark is registered, or, being a new mark, is incapable of 
ee Section 77 provides that ‘‘a person shall not be en- 
titled to institute any proceeding to prevent or to recover damages 
for the infringement of a trade-mark unless, in the case of a trade- 
mark capable of being registered under this Act, it has been registered 
in pursuance of this Act, or of an enactment repealed by this Act, 
or, in the case of any other trade-mark in use before the 13th of 
August, 1875, registration thereof under this part of this Act, or 
ef an enactment repealed by this Act, has been refused.” There is 
here no distinction between British and foreign trade-marks, and 
the only definition of ‘‘ person” is one which extends the term to 
include corporate bodies. The wording of the section is not happy, 
for it fails to do what it was apparently intended to do—viz , to 
exclude from protection all new marks other than such as are re- 
— so that, while a new mark which is within the definition 

ise must be registered if protection is to be accorded to it, a new 

‘mark which is not within the definition clause, and, therefore, not 
“capable of registration,” is allowed to be protected, though un- 
registered, if it is such as could have been claimed apart from the 
Act. In the case of old marks a certificate of refusal is admitted 
as a substitute for registration. But in all this provision there is 
not the slightest distinction drawn between British and foreign 
trade-marks, and except in the case in which a British owner may 
use without registration (which can hardly ever occur, so compre- 
hensive is the definition clause), the foreign owner must register 
his mark, if he desires to retain the exclusive right to use it. 

Then, can the foreign owner register his mark in this country ? 
Apart from séctions 1(3-4, relating to international and colonial 
arrangements, there seems to be no doubt that he can do so exactly 
on the same footing as a British subject. There is not a word in 
the Act or Rules requiring him to make any special declaration on 
application, whether with respect to past user or intended future 
oo in this country, or otherwise, and the observations wu the 

as it stood the Act of 1875 still hold good. This is, 
howévef, t6 the question whether sections 103-4 have not 
interpolated a fresh requiretmeht which did not previously exist. 





The provisions of;section 103, omitting references to patents and 
designs, are to,the effect‘ that, if her Majesty is pleased to make 
any arrangement with the Government of any foreign State for 
mutual protection of trade-marks, then any person who has applied 
for protection for any trade-mark in such foreign State shall be 
entitled to register his trade-mark under the Act in priority to 
other applicants, such registration to date from the date of protes. 
tion being obtained in the foreign State. The priority thus obtain. 
able in this country is made to depend on the application being 
made here within four months from the application for protection 
in the foreign State—user during that period is not to interfere 
with the right—and no damages are to be recoverable for infringe. 
ments prior to the date of actual registration in this country. The 
application for registration under the section is to be made in the 
same manner as an ordinary application under the Act, and then 
follows the very important proviso that, “any trade-mark, the 
registration of which has been duly applied for in the country of 
origin, may be registered under the Act.” Section 104 makes the 
provisions of section 103 applicable to the colonies. The object of 
these sections clearly is to give power to the Queen in Council to 
agree with foreign States for mutual rights in respect of the regis. 
tration of trade-marks, and to hold out a sort of bribe to foreign 
States to come into such agreement in the shape of a concession, 
under certain conditions, of priority. Then it seems to have oc- 
curred to someone that, if the matter were left there, it might ap- 
pear that, unless the circumstances existed under which the foreign 
owner could claim priority, he could not even register upon equal 
terms with English owners. Hence the proviso, which preserves 
the rights of foreign owners who have applied for registration in 
their country of origin. Now, since this proviso, put in for the 
purpose of saving rights, only saves those rights in the case of 
marks, the registration of which has been duly applied for in the 
country of origin, it would certainly seem that foreign marks which 
have not been tendered for registration in their country of origin 
cannot be registered here at all. If due application has been made 
abroad (it does not appear to make any difference whether the 
application has been successful or not), then the mark may be 
registered here on equal terms with British marks; and, further, 
if the application here is made within four months from the appli- 
cation abroad, then the applicant will have priority here. — 

There are several things which are noticeable in this section 103. 
One is, that the right of priority conceded to any person who has 
applied for protection in a State with which an arrangement exists 
is not restricted to subjects of that State, so that, for anything that 
is in the section, a British subject might apply in a foreign State 
and then claim priority here. The next thing is, that there seems 
to be no requirement for the foreign application to have succeeded; 
so long as it has been made, on however transparently frivolous 
grounds, it appears to be enough, at all events, for the purpose of 
securing leave to register here without priority; there might be 
some difficulty with respect to priority being obtained, since the 
date of registration here is to be the date of protection given abroad. 
Then there is the point already mentioned—viz., that foreign 
trade-marks which have not been tendered for registration abroad 
appear to be excluded from registration here, though it may be 
doubted whether this was intended. Again, there are many 
countries in which no system of registration exists. For these 
countries no provision appears to be made by the section, which only 
saves the rights of foreign owners in respect of trade-marks the 
registration of which has been duly applied for in the country of 
origin, so that the effect of the section in such cases can hardly be 
regarded as obvious without the guidance of some judicial decision, 
though it may be reasonably supposed that such countries will be 
held to be outside the section altogether, and that, as they are 
excluded from the benefits which it confers, so they are relieved 
from the conditions which it imposes, and that subjects of such 
States can register just as if they were British subjects. 

This section seems, on this review, to be exteedingly crude, and 
to have found its way into the Act after very little consideration, 
and what appears to be at least equally remarkable is that, so far 
as we are aware, its existence has, up to the present time, been 
simply ignored by the registration authorities. If the view which 
we take of the proviso in the section is correct—viz., that, at all 
events in countries where a system of registration exists, applics- 
tion for registration there is a condition precedent to registration 
here in the case of marks originating in such countries—it would 
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appear that foreign applicants, at all events from registration 
countries, ought to be required to produce some evidence of their 
having duly applied for registration in those countries, and that the 

uction of satisfactory evidence to that effect should be made a 
condition precedent to registration here. When any difficulty arose, 
the applicant would probably be able to surmount it by obtaining an 
address in this couritry, or, possibly, by merely selling in this 
eountry goods bearing the trade-mark, but, at the sume time, it 
appears to us that the Act is not being carried ont until some such 
course is adopted. Whether it was wise or expedient to frame the 
Act in this way is a different question. We should doubt it ; but, 
even if that is the opinion of the registration authorities, that is 
hardly enough to warrant them in disregarding it. This unfortu- 
nate section seems to us to be a striking example of well-intended, 
but ill-considered, legislation. 

This section 103, and the following section with regard to the 
eolonies, appear to be the only provisions in the Act which place 
foreign trade-marks on any different footing from British ones. 
The rules and official instructions not only contain nothing further, 
but do not even allude to these sections. In other respects, there- 
fore, foreign trade-marks do not appear to occupy any different 
position in England under the existing statutes from that which 
they oceupied here under the statutes which have now been re- 








REVIEWS. 


MINES. 


THe Law oF Mines, QuarRiIEs, AND Mrinerats. By ROBERT 
ForsTER MacSwinnety, Barrister-at-Law. Maxwell & Son. 


This is a very elaborate treatise, including every branch of law on 
which persons interested in mines can require information. Not only 
are the ordinary topics as to the property in and working and user 
of mines, and the special rights and customs of Cornwall and Devon- 
shire, Gloucestershire and Derbyshire, discussed, but the provisions of 
the Inclosure Acts, and of the Mines Regulation Acts, are fully 
dealt with ; the Employers’ Liability Act comes in for a share of 
notice, and we even find a section devoted to the subject of pauper 
settlements, Under each head the cases are carefully cee. and 
their effect is generally accurately stated. The book indeed gives us the 
impression that dondiberable labour has been bestowed in its prepara- 
tion. The author has evidently both taken pains to gather togethe* 
the cases, and also to read and consider the judgments in them—a 
merit which, we are sorry to say, our experience of law-books leads 
us to suppose is not so common as it ought to be. As it stands the 
book cannot fail to be exceedingly useful to practitioners, but it is 
susceptible of panes in several respects. There is, in the first 

, & certain of proportion in the treatment of different subjects. 
instance, twenty-five pages are devoted at the beginning of the 
book to the meanings of ‘‘ mine,” “q »’ and other expressions, 
while daly thirty-six pages are allotted to the extremely important 
subject of ‘‘ leases,” meaning thereby the construction of provisions 
in mining leases. Moreover, this subject is treated in & manner 
which we inay term unpractical. The idea of the writer is to tell 
the reader what provisions should be inserted in a mining lease, but 
no Bay mas rl would fe to a book on mines to find out how to draft 
such an instrument. e object of recourse to the book would be to 
discover the meaning of some provision in a lease already executed. 
And on one subject as to which there is a great lack of guidance and 
information in the books already in existence—viz., the proper stamps 
on mining leases—we find only fourteen lines. With re to stamps 
on licences, also, the author gives us two lines of text. In the next 
place, there is too much splitting up of subjects. Thus, to take 
only one instance, the statutory provisions as to materials for 
toads are given at p. 104; as to purchases for turnpike roads, at p. 
148 ; and as to leases for turnpike roads, at p. 180. We have said 
» in general, the effect of the cases is accurately stated, but we 
have noted some exceptions to this observation. The statement, 
at p. 83, that “a mort in possession of mines or quarries 
open at the time he entered must, in ordinary cases, in order 
to prevent loss to the property, continue the ing of them,” 
to us to be much too wide a deduction from the judgment in 

v. Wood (2 Jac. & W. 555), which is referred to in su of it. 

Lord Eldon, in that case, expressly laid it down that such a mort- 


ye cannon, “be required to risk his own fortune in tion, 
to incur hazard in an adventure which is ultimately to redound 
to the benefit of the mortgagor.” In discussing the question, at p. 


, whether an instrument is a contract for a lease or an lease, 


hope that the author will have the o , in a subsequent 


edition, of introducing revisions and a will make it a 
standard work on its subject. 





COUNTY COURT REPORTS. 


Reports oF CasEs IN THE CounTy CoURTS INCLUDED IN CIRCUITS 
Nos. 45 anp 46, HEARD AND NED BY HENRY JAMES 
Sronor, Ese., JUDGE OF THE SAID Courts. By HENRY ANSELM 
Der Cotyar, Barrister-at-Law. 


The object of the author of this work is “‘to demonstrate by 
practical example the demands which may be, and are actually, made 
upon the individuals who com that meritorious on re 
county court bench.” ‘With this view he has, with the of: 
Mr. Stonor, published a collection of judgments delivered by the 
latter during a period of about fifteen years. ing the whole of 
that period Mr. Stonor presided over the Wandsworth ity Court, 
and in 1877 he also undertook the duties of the Southwark district, so 
that his duties extended over a large proportion of the southern 
suburbs of London, and he has had a specially wide experience in 
actions against railway companies. Several of Mr. Stonor’s judg- 
ments in railway cases have been often accepted as authorities in 
other county courts, such as Forsyth v. Great Western Railway 
Company (p. 179), which renders a company liable upon an under- 
—s in the time-table to pay every attention to ensure Ler ag 
and M’Gedy v. London and h-Western Railway Company (p. 203), 
which lays down that a special 7 ats gn in grag <M Bn 
ticketholder relieves the company liability to damages for 
unpunctuality. The reports are classified by Mr. De Colyar under 
five heads—namely, Contract, Torts, Railway Cases, Bankruptcy, and 
Miscellaneous. We rather that Mr. De Colyar has not arranged 
ing, decisions upon the Employers’ Liability Act under a separate head- 
the since these comprise one of the most valuable portions of the 
book. 





PERSONAL PROPERTY. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW oF PERSONAL PROPERTY. ~ JAMES 
ScHoULER. SxEconp Eprrion. Boston: Little, Brown, & Co 


This work (of which only the first volume has _ reached us) treats 
of personal property under the divisions of “‘ Personal Pro in 
General,” ‘‘ Chattels Real,” ‘‘ Chattels » « Personal ls 
Corporeal and Incorporeal Contrasted,” ‘‘ Heirlooms and Emble- 
ments,” ‘‘ Fixtures,” ‘‘ Personal Property in Expectancy,” ‘Joint 
and Common Owners,” ‘‘ Partners,” ‘‘ Members of Limited Partner- 
ships,” ‘‘ Members of Corporations,” “ Income, Interest, and Usury,” 
‘* Conflict of Laws,” ‘‘ Ships and Vessels ” B seca the difference °], 
‘*Money,” “Debts,” ‘Secured Debts,” ‘“‘ tiable Instruments,” 
‘« Shares or Stock,” ‘‘ Patents and Copyrights,” ‘‘ Personal Annuities 
and Insurance Policies,” and, finally, “Legacies and Distributive 
Shares.” The treatment is throughout intelligent and exhaustive, but 
the notes, as is common with American works, appear to us to be often 
far too long, and the law of landlord and tenant, notwithstanding that a 
lease is technically personal property in the hands of the lessee, ought 
surely to have been passed over with a lighter hand. On one subject 
of considerable interest to English writers our author expresses 
himself thus :—‘‘ Our copyright laws are frequently criticized as 
imperfect, inasmuch as they permit of piracy in fo’ works ; and 
doubtless an international copyright system, which d fairly secure 
to authors the just fruits of their toil the world over, is desirable, 
and may yet be partially reared.” 





EVIDENCE. 


Tue THEORY OF THE LAW OF EVIDENCE, AS ESTABLISHED IN THE 
Untrep States. By Wiir1amM Reyrnowps, of the Baltimore Bar. 
Chicago: Callaghan & Co. 

This work may, we think, be studied with advantage by Engli 
lawyers and students. The author, “imagining” (and we be 
this is not written in jest) that ‘‘ the number of who have read 
through Starkie, Greenleaf [three vols.], Taylor, or Wharton, more 
than once is comparatively small,” has uced a compact little 
treatise containing the essence of the law of evidence, with just 
enough comment to prevent his book from being dry. Cases are 
rarely cited, but there are frequent references to the text-books, The 

ent is good, and the rather slight index is supplemented by 
© aoe tate of contents. 





STUDENTS’ BOOKS. 


THe StrupEnt’s Pracrick OF THE COURTS, BEING A PRACTICAL 
EXPosITION OF THE IN THE QUEEN’s Bencu, 





ir. MacSwinney omits to refer to Oe ere eres 
i Walsh v, Lonsdale (31 W. BR. 100; L. BR, 21 Ch. D. 9). We met 
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THE Hicn Court, THE CouRT OF APPEAL, AND THE HOUSE OF 
Lorps. By Atsert Grsson, Solicitor, and RoperT McLEan, 
Solicitor. Srconp Epition. Reeves & Turner. 


The rules of court of last year have necessitated a new edition 
of Messrs. Gibson and McLean’s work. The new rules are incor- 
— into the text, and the appendices contain a short summary of 

e en of agg which have been introduced, together with a 


‘*time table” for all the steps taken in an action. 





Tue Law Srvupents’ AnnvaL (Szeconp YEAR), CONTAINING THE 
QUESTIONS WITH SHORT ANSWERS AND REFERENCES TO THE SOLICI- 
TORS’ AND Bar Examinations, 1882, 1883. Edited by Josern A. 
SHEARWOOD, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


In reproducing all the questions set at the various examinations 
during the year Mr. Shearwood has wisely shortened the answers, 
or has contented himself with referring to a text-book, statute, or 

case where the answer is to be found. There is also a short 
digest of the year’s decisions, and an analysis of the more important 
statutes, including the Bankruptcy Act, as well as a synopsis of the 
new rules of court. 





THE StupEnT’s GuiIpE To STEPHEN’s COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS 
oF Encianp (Nints Epition). By Epwarp HENsLOWE BED- 
FORD, Solicitor. Turrp Epirion. Stevens & Sons. 


This is a third edition within five years of Mr. Bedford’s well- 
Imown guide. The book is in a catechetical form, and is stated to 
contain all the questions hitherto set by the examiners on Stephen 
(modified so as to coincide with the more recent changes in the faw), 
as well as other questions suggested by the author himself. 


SELF-PREPARATION FOR THE INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION AS IT 
AT PRESENT EXISTS ON STEPHEN’S COMMENTARIES ON THE LAW OF 
ENGLAND. By Jonn InpDERMAUR, Solicitor. Turrp EDITION. 
Stevens & Haynes, 


This edition is stated to contain all the questions which have been 
set in the intermediate examination upon ‘‘Stephen’s Commen- 
taries”” during a period of four years and a quarter. The answers 
given are clear and concise. 


SELF-PREPARATION FOR THE FINAL EXAMINATION, CONTAINING A 
COMPLETE CouRSE oF Srupy, wiTH STATUTES, CASES, AND 
Questions. By Jonn InpDERMAUR, Solicitor. FourtH EpIrion. 

& Haynes. 

In addition to the actual information given in this manual there 
are some useful practical suggestions to students, not only as to their 
eourse of study, but as to the best mode of allotting their time to the 
various subjects of examination. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


HIGHWAYS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 
Sir,—Can any of your readers throw any light for me upon the 


pees of the words, ‘‘the making any new road,” in sub-section 
Me e 48th section of the Highway Act, 1864 ? 
ould a district highway board justified under this section 
either in making an entirely new road for the purpose, say, of con- 
necting two other highways running parallel to each other, or, in 
view of section 23 of the Act of 1835, in putting a road into a 
state of repair, widening it, and afterwards keeping it in 
repair in a case where the public have for twenty years been in the 
constant habit of using the road, and have acquired a right of way 
over it, but where the owner of the adjoining lands refuses, and is 
my og obligation, to spend a penny in repairing it ? 
il 10. 


SUBSCRIBER. 








The division of the county of Surrey into five coroners’ districts having 
resulted in a diminution of income to Mr. Carter and Mr. Hull, the 
coroners for East and West Surrey, with the consent of the Liga, A 
justices have decided to grant Mr. Hull £369 6s. 7d. per annum, g 


three-fourths of the net loss sustained, such compensation to date from 
the 25th of March, 1883. Mr. William Carter has petitioned the Treasury 
for ye ong to the amount of £209 per annum, being the amount by 
which salary has been reduced by the alteration named, and the 
justices have recommended the Treasury to grant him three-fourths of 
that sum, as was done in the case of his colleague. 


THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp, 19, x. 6; orp. 31, nr. 12, 20—D1scovery—Pro. 
pucTIoN oF DocuMENTs—PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—PLEA or SetrLED Account 
—ALLEGATIONS oF Fravp—ParticuLars.—In a case of Whyte v. Ahrens, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 9th inst., an important question arose 
with to the effect of some of the new rules of 1883 upon the right 
of a litigant to obtain discovery from his opponent. Rule 6 of order 19 
provides that, ‘‘In all cases in which ag leading relies on any 
misrepresentation, fraud, breach of trust, efault, or undue influ. 
ence, and in all other cases in which particulars may be n beyond 
such as are exemplified in the forms gage uy gro (with dates and 
items if necessary) shall be stated in the pl g.”’ By rule 12 of order 
31, ‘‘ Any party may, without filing any affidavit, apply to the court ora 
judge for an order directing any other party to any cause or matter to 
make discovery on oath of the documents which are or have been in his 

ssion or power relating to any matter in question therein. On the 
earing of such application the court or judge may either refuse or 
adjourn the same, if satisfied that such discovery is not necessary, or not 
necessary at that of the cause or matter, or make such order, either 
enerally or limited to certain classes of documents, as may, in their or his 
Tieton, be thought fit.’”” And, by rule 20, ‘‘If the party from whom 
discovery of any kind or inspection is a objects to the same, or any 
thereof, the court or a judge may, satisfl ed that the right to the 
iscovery or inspection sought depends on the determination of any issue 
or question in dispute in the cause or matter, or that for any other reason 
it is desirable that any issue or question in dispute in the cause or matter 
should be determined before deciding upon the right to the discovery or 
inspection, order that such issue or question be determined first, and 
reserve the question as to the discovery or inspection.”” The question 
arose thus. The plaintiffs, carried on business in London as general 
merchants; the defendants carried on business in London and Japan as 
merchants. By their statement of claim the plaintiffs alleged that in 
1878 they entered into arrangements with the defendants, by which the 
defendants undertook to purchase Japanese goods for the plaintiffs at the 
lowest prices, securing them every advantage, for a net commission of ten 
percent. The plaintiffs alleged that, in pursuance of this arrangement, 
they, in and since June, 1878, had frequently given to the defendants 
orders for Japanese goods, for which the — had paid by accepting 
bills of exchange drawn on them by the defendants, and the plaintiffs said 
that they had always honoured these bills (which included the defendants’ 
commission), believing that the bo ae charged to them for the goods in 


the invoices sent to them by the defendants were the exact ae id by 
the defendants for the and incidental expenses. e plaintifis 
alleged that they had in this manner ordered and paid for goods to the 


amount of about £50,000. They alle that the defendants had not 
bought the goods ordered by the plaintiffs from time to time at the lowest 
prices current in Japan, but had paid higher prices; that the defendants 
had received from the persons from whom they purchased the goods large 
emoluments by way of discounts, allowances, or commissions in respect of 
the purchases so made by them, and had invoiced the s to the plain- 
tiffs at higher prices than the defendants had paid for them, and had 
charged the plaintiffs for expenses which they had not incurred. And the 

laintiffs claimed a declaration that the defendants had acted as ts 
for the plaintiffs in the transactions referred to; thatan account might be 
taken of the receipts and payments of the defendants in respect of the 
purchases made by them on behalf of the plaintiffs, and that, in taking 
the accounts, the defendants might be charged with all profits made or 
received by them over and above the commission of ten per cent., with 
interest, and that the defendants might be ordered to pay to the plaintiffs 
all sums which they should be found to have so received by way of profit, 
with interest. By their statement of defence the defendants denied in toto 
the charges made against them by the plaintaffs, and said that they had never 
charged the plaintiffs more than the exact prices paid by them for the 
goods and incidental expenses; that they had always bought the ee 
ordered by the plaintiffs at the lowest prices at which they could be 
obtained in Japan, and that they had never received any such emoluments 
or profits as the plaintiffs alleged. The defendants also alleged that, 
before the commencement of the action, they had rendered to the plaintiffs 
true accounts of all the d and transactions between the plaintiffs 
and themselves, and that all these accounts had been settled, and the 
defendants said that they relied on the accounts so settled as a to the 
action. The plaintiffs applied to the court, under rule 12 of order 31 for 
an order that the defendants should make discovery of the books and 
other documents in their possession relating to the matters in question in 
the action. Bacon, V.C. (82 W. R. 311), made the common order for 
discovery and production, with the exception that such of the defendants’ 
books as were in Japan were to be uced there. The defendants 
——-, and it was on their that the old practice as to 
d ery had béen modified by the rules above quoted; that, even under 
the old practice, it was necessary, in order to open a settled account, to 
allege and prove at least one error in the account; and that the plaintiffs 
had not given sufficiently detailed particulars of the frauds which they 
al On behalf of the plaintiffs it was said that they could not give 
de of the frauds until they had obtained discovery of the books of 
the defendants, and that the plaintiffs had the frauds in sufficient 





detail to found a right to discovery, though the all might not be 
sufficiently specific for the trial of the . The allegation was not 
eety pee one; it was specific, as to dates and items, and the 
— could not give these until obtained the discovery. The 

urt (Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) the order, Corron, L.J., agreeing 
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with the Vice-Chancellor, and Fry, L.J., differing. Corron, L.J., said 
it was admitted ‘that, under the old practice, production would have been 
ordered of books of the defendants relevant to the question whether 
there had been fraud in the accounts rendered by the defendants such as 
to entitle the —_—— to have the settled accounts ed. It was said 
that rule 20 of order 31 had altered the practice. lordship was of 
opinion that that rule did no more than give the judge a discretion. In 
some cases it might be proper, before ordering di » to i 

some plea which, if successful, might prevent the necessity for discovery. 
In the present case, his lordship was of opinion that it was necessary that 
there should be production of the defendants’ books to enable the plaintiffs 


Kingdon, $ Cotton. 


9th inst., the question 


to sustain their allegations, and that the discretion of the court ought not | time and this 


to be exercised in refusing the discovery. It was that the plaintiffs 
had not given sufficient particulars of the frauds w they alleged. The 
production of the books might enable them to give the particulars. At 
any rate, as it was admitted that the order would have been made under 
the old practice, his lordship thought that the Vice-Chancellor was quite 
t in exercising his discretion under rule 20 as he did. Fry, L.J., 
thought the intention of the rules was that discovery should be made in 
the first instance only with reference to the matter which would have first 
to be tried. If the plaintiffs obtained judgment in their favour, discovery 
ancillary to that iolamens would then be given to them. What was the 
question to be first tried in the present case? The plaintiffs had not 
eondescended on ~ | particulars of the fraud which they alleged, but 
they said that fraud permeated the whole of the transactions with the 
defendants. It appeared to his lordship that the plaintiffs’ allegations 
were not adequate for the trial of the question, that they were not 
sufficient for opening a settled account. Ae meg it was admitted by their 
counsel that they were not. It was well settled under the old ice 
that, in order to open a settled account, the igjniift_mucv ter sep i 
allege errors in the. account. And ordship thought that the 
new rules, and, in particular, rule 6 of order 19, had the same result. 
That rule required a statement of the particular error or errors, fraud or 
frauds, or suppression of moneys received which were relied on, and the 
leadings ought to be made adequate before any relief could be given.— 
Riscrene, Clements ; Bonner, Wright, Thompson, § Co. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 31, nr. 12—15—Discoveny—Propvcrion or Docv- 
MENTS—PRIVILEGE—DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO IN PLEADINGS—DocuMENTS RE- 
LATING ONLY TO PLatytirr’s own Trtiz.—In a case of Roberts v. Op, im, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 9th inst., a question arose as to the effect 
of rule 15 of order 31 upon the right of a plaintiff to-claim privilege 
from production with regard to documents referred to in his statement 
of claim. Rule 15 provides that ‘‘every party to a cause or matter shall 
be entitled at any time, by notice in writing, to give notice to any other 
party in whose pleadings or affidavits reference is made to any document, 
to uce such document for the inspection of the party giving such 
notice, or of his solicitor, and to permit him or them to take thereof ; 
and any party not comelying with such notice shall not afterwards be at 
liberty to put any such document in evidence on his behalf in such cause 
or matter, unless he shall satisfy the court or a judge that such document 
relates only to his own title, he being a defendant to the cause or matter, 
or that he some other cause or excuse which the court or AF yo 
shall deem sufficient for not complying with such notice; in w case 
the court or judge may allow the same to be put in evidence on such 
terms as to costs or otherwise as the court or judge shall think fit.” The 
— in the present case had made (under the common order) an affi- 

wit of documents in their possession, some of which they objected to 

uce, on the ground that they related exclusively to their own title. 

e of these documents were referred to in the statement of claim, but 

no notice for production had been given by the defendants under rule 15. 
The defendants applied for an order for the production of the documents 
rn which protection was claimed. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendants that the effect of the distinction made in rule 15 was this, that 
when a notice under that rule is given by a defendant to a plaintiff to 
produce documents referred to in the statement of claim, the plaintiff 
cannot set up any peiviege as a protection — the production of the 
documents to which the notice applies, and he must either produce 
them or lose the right to put them in evidence on his behalf in the action. 
And it was con ed that, though this distinction between a plaintiff 





yet in principle it applies to discovery by a sanpeos D heges f 

result tS that a plaintiff can never now fe as privil 

“pen against the production of any documents w are to 
his statement of claim. And reliance es on Quilter v. Hi 

(27 Soricrrors’ Journat, 181, L. R. 23 Ch. D. 42), in which it was 

that a plaintiff must produce documents which he had referred to in his 

statement of claim, even before the defendant had delivered his defence. 


The Court (Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) declined to A 
Cotton, L:J-, 15 non-com- 
pliance with a notice for producti en it—the document 
included in the notice could not afterwards be put in evidence in the 
action. It was true that the court might still a defendant to put 
the documents 


in evidence if he satisfied the court that he had a good 
this did . 


any kind asa 
referred 





and a defendant is not mentioned in the other rules relating to apy 4 section manifest: 
case, and e ed 


question was ie on 


that the costs of the 


fendants’ solicitors on 
do retain the balance 


tiffe.”’” On March 2 
that it was too late. 


the of their a 


§ Pease. 


881, in a case where 


the sole trustee 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 58, x. 15—Arrzat—Tnes—Rerv 
TIon.—In a case of Hooper v. Smith, before the — 
“ refusal of an tion 
an order to review a taxation of costs. The order was not drawn 
passed, and entered until March 16, and as drawn up ii 3 
court doth not think fit to make any order on the application, other 


£12 13s. 2d., cash in court to the credit action, be to the 


tor in the ates Oe grey Sn ee ea 
n was 
the officer of the court declined to set down the appeal, 


443 
te come to the ouncinaion, dist the masning at ste Sivas Grea Sneneen sg 
plaintiff referred to a document of his in his defendant 
was entitled to the production of it. His ag gar plies 
rule 15 had not introduced any such rule into order 
31. In Quilter v. Heatley 
claim of privilege had been made.—Souicrrors, Norton, Rose, ¢ Co. ; Coode, 


the 
the circumstances were very different, for no 
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arose whether a notice of apy 


upon whether the order appealed 
ee ee ee The 
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defendants of the be taxed, and 
— 


account of the said costs, and that defendants 
of the aforesaid costs out of etre Pes 


otice of appeal 
on 
The plaintiffs applied to the court for an order ‘to 


set down the application, and it was on their behalf that the order 
was not a mere “refusal on ai. application,”’ because it was not a 
order that the applicants should pay th: 

contained ions as to the mode in wie: Grape ante eee See 


i 
| 


i . Theo wasa ‘ an 


pplication. - 
tion’ within rule 15, and the time for appealing ran from the 
the order. Frr, L.J., concurred.—Souicrrors, 2. Chapman ; Geare, Son, 


R. 8. C., 1883, onp.. 28, n. 11—Amenpment or Onper—Deatu or 
Sorze Trustrez oF LAND INTESTATE—DsVOLUTION OF EstaTE—APPOINTMENT 
or New Trusrres—Vestinc OrnpEr—OConveyancine Act, 1881, s. 30.—In 
a case of In re Pilling’s Trusts, before Pearson, J., on the 9th inst., a 
pepper Gosmies of section 30 of the Conveyancing Act, 

80 


a trustee of land dies intestate. That section 


es that, ‘‘ where an estate or interest of inheritance, or limited to 


pret Spotitutingy "th ast eaeaal tative” for “the heir- 
su ‘the representative “the 
at-law” of the intestate. Psarson, J., declined to alter the previous 


d 
; 
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ifs 
it 
i i 
gis 
oe ace 
es 


representative.’’—Soxicrrors, W. ¢ J. Flower ¢ Nussey. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS,* 
(Before Freip, J.) 


April 9.—Bates v. Burchell ; Carter, Third Party. 
Third- procedure—Recovery from third of less than £20 
Bight to costs—Deposit for suaervigataito- 16, r. 54. 



























ant had employed a contractor to execute the building operations, and 
there was a Clause in the specification that “The contractor will have to 
arrange for and pay the amount required for the use of the party-wall 
between No. 581 and ‘William the Fourth’ public-house for such 
as may be used of the same; the matter has been mentioned to 
owner, and he is willing to accept a fair valuation thereof.”” The 
defendant, by leave, served the contractor with a third-party notice, and 
he oo ursuant thereto; and, subsequen irections were given 
i Aer erty to defend and to attend the tnal 
> ; Faviny obtained Toave t6 interrogate 

endan 
The defendant 


ne #5 in court and administered interrogatories. 
delivered a defence, in which he paid £5 into court, with a 
denial of liability. The third party then delivered a similar defence to 
the defendant; and the defendant took the £5 out of court in satis- 
faction of his claim against the third party. The interrogatories were 
never answered. 

For the defendant, it was argued that the deposit should remain in 
court until his costs had been taxed, as the County Court Act did not 


ly. 

™ behalf of the third party, it was contended that he was entitled to 
have the deposit that he had paid into court in respect of his interroga- 
teries paid out to him now, as the defendant could not be entitled to any 
costs, having recovered less than £20. 

Frexp, J., held that section 5 of the County Courts Act, 1867, did not 
apply as between a defendant and a third y, that the costs were 
entirely in his discretion under rule 54 of order 16, and that judgment 
should be entered for the defendant against the third party, with costs. 

Ap allowed. 

for the third party, W. F. Farmer. 
Solicitors for the defendant, Burchell § Co. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
In BANKRUPTCY.* 
(Before Cave, J.) 


March 31 and April 7.—Jn re James Pearce; Ex parte The Board of 
Trade. 


Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 162—Undistributed funds. 


This was an application on behalf of the Board of Trade for an order 
that the trustees of the estate of James Pearce, a bankrupt, should forth- 
y the sum of £158 12s. 9d.,being undistributed funds and dividend 
ing in their hands, into the Bank of England, under section 162 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; and that the books of the said trustees might 
be for examination, and that their accounts might be audited. 
March, 1877, the creditors of Pearce agreed and resolved that his 
should be liquidated by arrangement, and H. A. Dubois and 
Brett were appointed trustees, with a committee of inspection. The 
the debtor’s effects realized £199 1s. 1d., of which £40 8s. 4d. was 
costs and expenses in 1877, and the balance of £158 12s. 9d. re- 
in the hands of the trustees. 
December 31, 1883, the trustees received a notice from the Inspec- 
tor-General in Bankruptcy ordering them to pay the said balance into the 
of England as hereinbefore mentioned, whereupon a meeting of the 
ittee of inspection was called, which voted £94 17s. 11d. to Dubois, 
£81 10s. 5d. to Brett, by way of remuneration. 
F. Herschell, 8.G. (Chalmers with him), for the Board of Trade.— 
is a é@candalous case. The trustees did nothing for seven years, 
then, when they received notice from the Inspector-General, called 
this meeting of the committee of inspection on the last day of last year, 
hoping to a the Bankruptcy Act. But section 162 came into opera- 
ly upon the of the Act. I might have asked for an 
of committal, but thought it better to apply for the payment of the 
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Eady, for the trustees.—The account given by the Board of 
is not a true statement of facts. £75 was voted to each of the trus- 
as remuneration in May, 1879, and the resolution of December, 1883, 
merely neepearien of the resolution of May, 1879. [Counsel here 
ae a eer and referred to certain 
’s diary. committee inspection were the right 

sons to settle the remuneration of the trustees. ” 
Sir F. Herschell, in reply.—This is the first suggestion that a vote of re- 
muneration was passed before December, 1883. If there had been such a 
resolution it ought to have been filed and communicated to the Board of 

Trade when they first asked for an explanation. 

At this point the case was feo es ar fora week for the production 
of further evidence, and in er that the trustees might be cross- 


April 7.— Sir F. Herschell—A copy of the original resolution has been 
in, but it is onl ed by one of the committee of inspection, Albert 
est. [Brett and Dubois were then cross-examined.] There is no evid- 
-of the meeting of the committee of inspection in 1879 


this 
" —The resolution need not be in writing. If w 
panei Fi erin nw ot be wing. It pay 
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*- Reported by J. E. Vincuwr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 








‘ Kat 
members of the committee of inspection.] I submit that everything that 
was doné took place in 1879, and that there is no ground for the accusa. 
tion made by the Board of Trade. 
Cave, J.—I am of opinion that the order asked for here must be 
ted. This is a most scandalous case. The total assets of the 
lebtor’s estate amounted to £199, which was realized as long ago as 1877, 
Mr. Brett has been examined, and cannot make out that he has done 
anything which would have occupied at most more than a few hours of 
his time. In fact he appears to have hardly done anything, and yet it is 
alleged that the committee of inspection, who ought to fix the remunera- 
tion, that £150, nearly the whole of the available assets, should be 
divided between the trustees. In my opinion, if the committee of inspec. 
tion passed any such resolution as is oged, they grossly abused their 
office ; but I do not believe they ever did anything of the kind; no affi- 
davit has been made by them, and they have not been called. The evid- 
ence for the trustees amounts to this— that Dubois knows nothing 
except what he heard from his co-trustee. He was not present at the 
meeting, but was informed by his co-trustee that the resolution had been 
. Brett says that a claim was made by the trustees on the estate, 
and that the committee of ispection allowed £75 to each trustee by way 
of remuneration, and that the resolution was signed, he believes, by the 
committee of inspeciion, but he was not present at the mecting. The 
resolution, when produced, purports to be ed by one member of the 
committee enly. There is no entry of the claim in the accounts, there 
is no pane fibon ge Mo in 1879; but merely, in 1883, a statement that the 
accounts have been closed. Nothing whatever is there said about an 
resolution in 1879, and I do not believe that any such resolution was m 
or any such meeting held as is alleged. The trustees have had the money 
in their pockets, and must pay it over to the bank. They must also pay 
the costs. 
Order accordingly ; to be complied with within fourteen days. 
The Official Solicitor, W. Aldridge. 


———— 


March 10, 17, 31.—In're Davison, Ex parte The Executors of William 
Blenkiron 


Bankruptcy appeal—Partnership—Proof against joint estate—Judg- 
ment—Merger—Proof against separate estate of one partner. 

This was an appeal from the county court of Salisbury under the 
following circumstances :—Towards the close of the year 1879 the Messrs. 
Davison, who were in partnership as auctioneers, sold certain pro in 
pursuance of the orders of the executors of W. Blenkiron. ey 
over a part of the proceeds, but a sum of £740 remained in their hands, 
and the executors obtained judgment — them for that amount in 
December, 1879. In January, 1880, the Davisons became bankrupt upon 
a petition filed by the executors upon the above judgment, and the 
executors were inserted as creditors of the joint estate. On the 23rd of 
September, 1881, T. Davison, who was an uncle to H. 8. Davison, one of 
the partners, died, and some months later the trustee received an intima- 
tion of the existence of a pai, upon his life which had been assigned t@ 
H. 8. Davison. In January, 1882, H. 8. Davison became entitled to a 
legacy of £700. The executors of W. Blenkiron then attempted to with- 
draw their proof — the joint estate, and to prove against the 
separate estate of H. 8. Davison. This proof was rejected by the 
trustee, but allowed by the county court judge. The trustee a ed. 

Cooper Willis, Q.C. (H. Reed with him), for the appellant.—The judg- 
ment was the basis of the petition, and was obtained against the joint 
estate. Having once made their election to proceed against the joit 
estate; the executors were precluded from falling back upon the separate 
estate. The judgment was a merger of ag eR yar it. He 
cited Ex parte Adamson, Re Collie (26 W. R. 890, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 87) 
af v. Jardine (30 W. R. 893, L. R. 7 App. Cas. 345), Ex parte Barnett (1 
G. & J. 89), Ex part Bolton, Re M’ Kenzie (2 Rose, 389), and Griffiths on 
Bankruptcy, p. 657. 

H. Reed followed. 

Winslow, Q.C. (Powell with him), in support of the order.—Where 
there is fraud, the creditor is entitled to proceed against either the joint 
or separate estate. Where there is fraud, the itor is entitled to 
behind the judgment. Thisis proved pee oye v. Withers (2 M. & 8. 123): 
He also cited Bashler v. Vincent (27 W. R. 2, L. R. 8 Oh. D. 825); Br parte 
Griffiths (3 DeG. M. & G. 174); Ee parte Bryant (1 V. & B. $14). We 
knew ni of the circumstancés when we made our election. We 
cannot do the joint creditors any harm by removitig our proof, and we do 
not injure the creditors of the separate estate by having tried withont 
success to something out of the joint estate. He also cited Simpson'v. 
Vaughan (2 Atk. 33); Bankrupt Bishop ¥. Church (2 Ves. Sen. 101). 

Powell followed. 

Cooper Willis, Q.C., in reply. 

Our. adv: vult. 


March 31.—Cave, J., after detailing the facts, dalivered judgment to 
the following effect :—The prcet wee rejected by the trustce on the 

Cons pasted'ty each oieet to prove against the joint estate and 

were barred by such election. On appeal the was) allowed. Before 

me it was contended, firstly, that an cause Of action the re- 

its had was in the judgment, and that, there- 

ag estate ; and, in the 


they had a ip 


hich fejected the peo not in+ 
on Ww 
If the ‘have 


in obtaining « joint and several ieiguiet does the fact that they 


April 19,1884, ; 


Cave, J—There might have been an affidavit by the 
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80, it can on De e cause 
on. is merge oo iney hve made ation whch, inh FMR. DANIEL, Q.C. 
them from following the separate cause of action. To answer, th lable grag Patti's abled 





Incorporated 
tion whether the separate cause of action is merged in the joint odeman Society, and about fifty other solicitors, and the Council of the 
I will take the illustrations of an action on a juint and pene pen € Comme attended 
A., B., and C. If A. is sued to judgment on his separate note, + joint ; 
note of A., B., and ©. is not merged in the judgment against A. The | Bradford County Court, who retires from the office of judge. 
leading case is ” King v. Hoare (13M. & W. 494), where it was held that Mr. 8. Robinson t of the Law Society), on his Honour taking 
a judgment without satisfaction against one of two joint debtors was a bar seat, addressed him on behalf of the society. He said that the Law 
to an action against the other ; but it was pointed out that the law is other- [ i 
wise when the obligation is both joint and several. The very point was 
decided as long ago as Drake v. Mitchell (3 East, 251). Neither-is the 
separate cause of action gone by reason of the doctrine of election or 
waiver. This doctrine applies only whére the pérson having the cause of 
action is putto elect between two inconsistent -remedies. rf V. Jardine 
is an instance of this. In these cases, and in cases where there 
mac ht.to sue for a tort or to waive the tort and sue for the p that there were three things. to consider in every action: Ist, 

e hands of the wrong-doer, the plaintiff is put to his election, 2nd, costs; and, 3rd, the interests of clients. His Honour, however, 
weg one went has waived his right to the other. But h had masdod in reve these, and the interests of clients with him and 
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upon . 
aware that when he pokes the position as jndge of that court 
he had an object in view, and that was to extend the usefulness of 
county court, and to create confidence in the local administration of 
law; and in that object he might hg Pi get of the profession, 
he had eminently succeeded. been said by an eminent 
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e respondents could have audulent | with the practitioners had become paramount. Every suitor who came to 
arthers, they 1 ay Weight Have TRE Toeh s oint and | the court had had confidence that howover intricate and difficult, and 
sfore there Was no ni ver. I & unim) t to outsiders it might appear his case was, he could 
OV Wever, the illis was right in his contention that there was | gely upon his Honour devoting . ied oe andattention to i. 4 

no o sufficient proof of a separate cause of action on the facts. It does not to arrive at the true merits as between the litigant wages. portion, .: 25 
follow from the mere existence of a joint judgment that the responden lence of the suitors in that court. had always been established by the 
are entitled to prove against the separate estate of each partner, for a that, although power had been given to summon juries m order 

ership debt is not necessarily joint and several. The dents deal with questions of fact, that powéf had beén Tarely 

must establish a separate cause of action against the estate of Harold jitors havivg had confidence in his Honour’s ability better than-in 












e jurymen to ascertain the facts and administer the law accordingly. 
confidence was further shown in the infrequency with which asses- 
had been required to assist his Honour, even 


Selby Davison, but, asthe proof was rejected upon preliminary objec- 
tion which has failed, and as the merits have never ly been discussed, 


I think the proper course will be to discharge the order of the court below, tradesmen. sac iome 
to declare that the trustee was not justified in rejecting the | ve! on oo questions of trade being dealt with by himself; and it was shown 
ground taken by him or on the technical grounds taken before me, and yy the fact that there had been few from his Honour’s decisions. 
that the respondents are entitled to prove against the aye pn be of } he maust hope that in the new judge who had been ited there 
H. 8: Davison if they can establish a separate cause of action ould be some reflex of him who was about to leave them. loss would 
The respondents, having sueceeded on Sapeeeenes aaa }more keenly felt as time rolled on. It was a matter of very gre oe 
relied, may have their costs of this appeal, the trustee may take his out t to them while in the ea him capable of his pope ot ee 
of the estate bysical infirmity which rendered him so lices tote 
Solicitor for the appellant, 7. Scott. uch his = ability and nnimpaired ‘intel fitted him 
Solicitors for the respondents, Miller & Vernon. : It was hope that in a more os canial oie clime he would be 
p to enjoy the rest which he had so well earned. 
The Town Clerk said that whilst his legal brethren around him had the 
jour to appear before Mr. Daniel as representing some individual 
nts, in his case his clients consisted of the whole af the inhabitants of 
the borough, and represen! them that day he availed. himself of the 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hiexu Covrr or Justice—Cuancery Drvision. 


















(Before Kay, J. | Spportunity to convey to his pores es sateen ee 
April 3.—Jn the Matter of George Alfred =. @ Solicitor, glass of the comm of profound roe ae fron Taatios cay: 
This was an application to — y solicitor, a — = Re rolls }@ifmiration for the mode in which he 
for misconduct. It ap that he acted as: solicitor for the Staines f. coe ied the distinguished position. 
and West Deabten Welle Genesee, which was what is known as a con» } P to leave it, and the fervent ot jug ans in rate 
tractor’s line, Messrs. Lucas & Ansdell, by whom the present applica- his fealth and happiness would and that he 
tion was.made, being the contractors. . Ne epetions Were en into h regard and of every in the town. 
between the Staines Company and the Great Western Railway Company, se 


A. Watson, as one of the oldest practitioners now wige at 
and an arrangement was, cia to December,’ 1882, nearly concluded, by be court, aud that they could not part without 
which the Great Western Company were in effect to find a ge part of the the great kindness and courtesy which they had Ber at Mr 
ital required for the construction of the railway. On the 4th of Decem- ” toed, 
ber, 1882, Cooke wrote to Messrs. Lucas & ell a letter marked address from the Chamber of Commerce having been read, 
ivate and confidential,’ in which he stated in effect that he had re . Garnett-Orme said he might express to his Honour the sincere 
~— from an influential person who could, if he would, me top st of the officers of the court that he was Josring them, and might 
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on the coming Orenane arrangement with the Great Western ite that, during the whole time he had occupied Te posttion of ju 
and who to be paid £1,000 for division between H at court, he could not i le in which 
another if en would refrain from using their influence pape eh the d spoken a hasty or word to any one of those who had carried 
Staines Com Cooke stated that Messrs. Lucas & dj + his instructions and obeyed his orders. 








. Daniel said he had hardly recovered from the overflowing terms 


have to pay t ¢ been, dan vebdenthended then 0 outhortay Mat topetin e' 
eNC ral Du thi was motto be compared with. 
i sake incl wat 


it to the influential person. By the same letter Cooke made a d 
claim on his own account to receive a sum of £2,500 for his own 










remuneration in the matter in respect of shares which he had placed 
There was an interview on the next day between Cooke and Messrs. Lucas} 
oe | at which Cooke repeated his statement as to the influential) 
person, arid Messrs. Lucas & Ansdell- agreed to pay the £1,000. In th 
result, that sum of £1,000 was paid to Cooke, and he wrote acknow, 
the receipt, and stating that he had “duly ” it. Another 

sum of £1,000 had been previous! got to dane po weet ot hes im 
on his own account. In Septam Lucas. & Ansdell dis- 
~ogpoprguar sho bose of £1, dt be duly applied »” had beet 
poh as by Oss rege board apes t key a in cot pe ina 
that such wi 


"held ut Cooke main sin tedencd ca’ tied taeeh oe Wait ok Cooke, | 
effect, was that he had demanded £1,000 merely becanse he knew’ 
thou, eat Set he was entitled to more remuneration than he was 
get without resorting to'some such device, It was also contended 
as he hed had never acted as solicitor of the applicants, the court had 
Juipdiction ta the taattet 

Wills, Q.C., and &. Dickinson, a for the 

3 and Edward Clarke, Q.C. th whom was a for 





























sh lost sight of, both in and out of viz., with referen 
poumstpnteons og ey What was required was a jurisdiction 








Cooke. 
x, J., ordered Cooke’s name to be struck off the rolls.— Himes, 








Mr, agp ae is stated 2 sare.nie 3 reoavensd, fees bie 
sion at Lewes on Tuesday, the Sout inst. =e 
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thanked them all for their kindness, and most heartily for their good 
wishes as to the future. He received with the greatest pleasure and 
satisfaction that permanent memorial of their wishes (the address) 

it should not be forgotten in his family. He saw faces that induced 
to believe they had not spoken words of insincerity ; that those words 
came from their hearts ; he received them as such, and as such he thanked 
them for them. His Honour concluded by bidding farewell to them all. 





a 


OBITUARY. 


MR. WILLIAM BROOME PARKER. 


Mr. William Broome Parker, solicitor, formerly of Manchester, recently 
died at Anerley, in his seventy-ninth year. Mr. Parker was the son of 
the late Lieutenant-Colonel Parker, of Lancaster, and was born in 1804. 
He served his articles with the late Mr. Samuel Edge, of Manchester, and 
he was for several months a pupil in the chambers of Mr. Coote, the 
well-known conveyancer. He was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and he 
— at Manchester for over fifty years. He was in partnership with 

. Edge from 1831 until the death of the latter, and, more recently, he 
was associated with Mr. Isaac Holt. Mr. Parker retired from business 
about two years ago. 





MR. WILLIAM DANIEL GACHES. 


Mr. William Daniel Gaches, solicitor, of Peterborough and Ramsey, 
town clerk of the city of Peterborough, died at Peterborough on the 31st 
ult. Mr. Gaches was born in 1821. He was admitted a solicitor in 1843, 
and he had practised for about forty years at Peterborough, having also 
an Office at y- He was formerly in partnership with Mr. Henry 
Pearson Gates, the registrar of the diocese of Peterborough. He had an 
extensive practice in the city and district, and he held several important 

ts. He had been for several years town clerk of the city of 

, and he was also registrar of the Peterborough County Court 

(Circuit No. 35), district registrar under the Judicature Acts, and coroner 
for the hundred of Norman Cross. Mr. Gaches was a perpetual com- 
missioner for Northamptonshire and Huntingdonshire, and a com- 
missioner of the Vice- Warden's Court of the Stannaries of Devonshire and 





SIR GEORGE ANDERSON. 


Sir George Campbell Anderson, late Chief Justice of the Leeward 
Islands, died at Kingston, Jamaica, on the Ist ult., at the age of seventy- 
nine. Sir G. Anderson was born in 1804, and he was admitted as 

Bahamas in 1827. In 1831 he was appointed Speaker of 
the House of Assembly of the Bahamas, and he was chorweatie esident 
of the Council. He was Attorney-General of the colony from 1837 till 
1875, when he was appointed to act as Chief Justice of Ceylon, and in 
1877 he became Chief Justice of the Leeward Islands. He received the 
honour of knighthood in 1874, and he retired from the colonial service in 
1880. Sir G. Anderson was married, first, in 1834, to the daughter of 
Dr. Benjamin oo who died in 1841, and secondly, in 1842, to the 
daughter of Mr. William Brown, who died in 1877. 
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MR. WILLIAM JOHN PAYNE. 


We regret to announce that Mr. William John Payne, of Fonthill, 
barrister-at-law, died suddenly on Monday last, the 14th 
y while in bed, from valvular disease of the heart, and although 
Payne immediately aroused the house and sent for Dr. Woodgate, 
in attendance upon him, it was found he had passed away. Mr. 
had been ill for some time past, but his death was, as was 
— medical men it would be, quite sudden at the 

last. Mr. illiam John Payne was the son of the late Mr. 


nf 


Serjeant Payne, for many years coroner for the City, whom 
Sc CanGL Sh fet: ais cad nephew of the late Mc’ Jozeph 
He was 


— wap eg tml assistant judge of the Middlesex Sessions. 
to the at Lincoln’s-inn in 1844, and was appointed coroner in 
June, 1872. Mr. Payne also held the offices of coroner of the Duchy of 
Lancaster in Middlesex and Surrey, recorder of Buckingham, steward of 
Southwark, and judge of the Southwark Court of Record, in all of which 
Offices he displayed marked ability. He was a member of the court of 
the Drapers’ and Gunmakers’ Companies. He married Frances, younger 

of the Rev. William Birkett, late rector of Haseley, Oxon, who 

him without having had issue. Mr. Payne was in his sixty- 
second year. The funeral will take place at Highgate Cemetery on 
, the 19th inst., at 5 o’clock, leaving his residence, Fonthill, 
ee Ss Redhill Junction at 2.21, and Charing Cross Railway 





MR. JAMES BEST. 
We to record the death of Mr. James Best, solicitor, of 9, New 
E.C., and Picton House, -on-Thames, which took 
on the was the 


place inst., in the fortieth year of his age. Mr. Best 
eldest son of the late Mr. Thomas of Seething Wells, 
. He was born at Surbiton in the year 1844, and was ed 
at Mr. Syeent’s schodl at Overton, Eampehize. He was ad- 


mitted a solicitor in 1871, and was subsequently appointed a commissioner 
of the Supreme Court and a perpetual commissioner. He married in 1876 
ao daughter of the late Mr. Nathaniel Woolley, by whom he 
has Saves chibaes m. His remains were interred at Kingston Ceme. 
tery on the 10th inst. a of the town council the co 

tion was represented. Mr. ’s early death has caused much grief toa 
large circle of friends and relatives. 








SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst.; Mr. W. Beriah Brook in the chair. The other directors 

t were Messrs. S. Hurry Asker (Norwich), J. Moxon Clabon, G. 

UuITOW pany Mag By Samuel Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, Richard 
Pennington, ip Rickman, Frederick T. Veley (Chelmsford), Frederic 
T. Weolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £240 was distributed 
in grants of relief, thirty-six new mem were admitted to the associa- 
tion, and other general business was transacted. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Greorce Anprews, solicitor (of the firm of Andrews, Barrett, & 
Andrews), of Weymouth, has been appointed a Notary Public. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Antuony Puce, solicitor, of Llanfyllin, has been elected 
Town Clerk of the newly-incorporated Borough of Lianfyllin. Mr. Pughe 
was admitted a solicitor in 1863. He is clerk to the county magistrates. 


Mr. Atrrep Campsett Bazert, solicitor, of Newbury, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Icnativs Wru1ams, barrister, who has been organs 
Stipendiary Magistrate at Pontypridd, in succession to Mr. Gwilym 
Williams, who has been appointed a judge of county courts, is a graduate 
of Jesus College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Hilary Term, 1862, and has practised on the North Wales and Chester 
Circuit. 


Mr. Freperic Ciark, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Leadon Valley Drainage Commissioners, in the place of the late Mr. 
C. E. Sheppard, to whose practice he recently succeeded. Mr. Clark was 
admitted in 1875. 


Mr. Cyrus Sreet, solicitor, of Gillingham and Chatham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. He was admitted a solicitor in July, 1880, and is high 
constable of Gillingham (one of the rare survivals of an all but defunct, 
though once important, office). 


Mr. Joseru Renner Maxwett, barrister, has been appointed Queen’® 
Advocate for the Gambia Settlement. Mr. Maxwell was educated at 
Merton College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in jurisprudence 
in 1879. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in November, 1880. 


Mr. Henry Epwix Moosr, solicitor, of 38, Great St. Helens, and 20, 
Elgin-road, Bayswater, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 








The number of failures in England and Wales gazetted ‘during the 
week ending Saturday, April 12, was 73. The number in the 
——- week of last year was 213, showing a decrease of 140, being 
a net decrease in 1884, to date, of 1,965. 


A meeting of the Irish Incorporated Law Society was held on Wed- 
nesday last to consider the question of amalgamation of the two branches 
Vabeed yg og which was raised by a resolution moved on 4 
former day by Mr. R. K. Clay, solicitor. The president, Mr. T. R. 

occupied the chair. Mr. Scallon spoke at some length against 
the resolution, and moved an amendment to the effect that it be 
referred to a committee to consider and report—first, whether it is 
desirable that this society should take any, and if any what, ste 
towards an ion of the two fessions, and, 
the erent of their being of yore is faigh ow gpa > 80, to —— 
and ww steps, if any, society should e promote, 
non either branch of the legal profession to 
the other; secondly, an extension of the right of audience for solicitors; 
thirdly, a reform of the regulations of the bar so as to secure to the 
client the services for which he pays, and to ae the barrister respon- 
em 
a) 


g 


; fourthly, an exten- 
tments now almost 
Mr. Scallon’s amend: 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


GENERAL RULES MADE PURSUANT TO SECTION 127 OF 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


Rule 2a.—In the Bankruptcy Rules, 1883, the term “‘ Court of A 
shall be deemed to include any court to which under any Act for the time 
being in force appeals shall lie from the court as defined by the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, and the said rules. 

This rule may be cited as rule 2a of the Bankru y Rules, 1883. 

Rule 114a. ~ Rule 114 of the Bankruptcy ae ied, 1883, is hereby 
annulled, and the following rule, which may be cited as rule 114a, is 
een Ae arene f the notice of appeal shall forthwith 

U en’ ap @ Copy 0; e no of ap 
seer ee the enpelleet to th the registrar of the court a 
shall mark thereon the date when received, and forthwith file the same 
with the —— 

Rule 116a.—Rule 116 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1883, is hereby 
annulled, and the following rule, which may be cited as rule 116a, is 
substituted therefor :— 

Subject to the foregoing rules, appeals to the Court of Appeal shall be 
regulated by Order LVIII. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, and 
any rules amending the same ; and in the said Order and Rules amending 
the same, the term ‘Court of Appeal” shall, for the purposes of the 
ew Act, 1883, and these rules, have the same meaning as in these 


nthe 11th day of April, 1884. 
Setnorneg, C. 
J. Cuamnertarn, President of the 
oard of Trade. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Cuancery Drviston.—Orper or Court. 
Saturday, the 12th day of April, 1884. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice Pearson, and Mr. Justice North respectively, it is 
expedient that a portion of the causes ed to Mr. Justice Chitty and 
Mr. Justice Pearson should for the purpose only of trial or hearing be 
transfcrred to Mr. Justice North ; Now I, the t Honourable ‘Roundell 
Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order 
that the several causes set forth in the schedules hereto be accordingly 
transferred from the said Mr. Justice Chitty and Mr. Justice Pearson to 
Mr. Justice North, for the purpose only of trial or hearing, and be marked 
in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the 


appealed from, who |. 


fon Ge and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 


urt of Justice. 


First Scueputez. 
From Mr. Justice Chitty (Witness 
Actions 


). 
Blakey v Climax Boot Protection Co 
1883 B 735 
Marshall v Singer 1883 M 2,940 
v Winton 1883 B 2,353 
Tuck and ors v Reynolds & Co 1883 
T 931 


Banner v Bates 1883 B 883 
Bishop v Wade 1883 B 4,738 
Symonds v Hallett 1883 S 3,176 
ourant v Le Crosnier 1882 M 626 
Brooke vStephen 1883 B_ 1,887 
ao v City Bank, Imd 1883 8 


Fielden vPixley 1883 F 2,251 
Wilkinson v Easton 1883 W 3,203) Hi 
an v Gas Meter Co 1883 H 
Davenport v Orne 1882 D 2,780 
Kimpton v West 1877 K 370 
Hillv Clark 1802 H 2,871 
Dudley v Ward, Ward v Dudley 
1883 D 1722 
Jacobson vy Bolam 1883 J 1,039 
Fox & Oo, Imd v Firth 1883 F 361 
Coxhead v Ellison 1883 C 2,945 


Szeconp ScuEpvute. 

From Mr. Justice Pearson (Witness 
Actions). 

Maull v Leslie 1882 M 4,659 
Moss vy Bradburn 1883 M 399 
Sharpe v Andrews 1883 S 31 
Crosse v Randall 1882 © 2,306 
Barker v Allen 1883 B 4,877 
Ewen v 1883 E 95 
M v ht 1883 M 901 
Beck v Pollitzer 1883 B 3,374 
Frere v Winslow 1881 W 3,237 
Bryant v Barrett 1883 B 2,705 
Lavery vy Martin Fothergill v 
Lavery 1883 L 1,000 








Scottv Graham 1881 S 1,153 
Lancaster v Gould 1883 L 1,766 
Nottingham Joint Stock Bank, 
Limited vy Williams 1883 N 1,178 
In re Gibson Nutter v Gibson 
1883 G 1,908 
Bray v D’Aubigne 1883 B 3,358 
Heppenstall v Hose 1883 H 3,934 
Sandeman v Musgrave 1883 8 3,619 
Burr v Sittingbourne, &c. Company, 
Limited 1883 B 4,242 
Bah Eee v Same Co. 1883 P 
Goodhart v Enever 1883 G 1,949 
Freeman v Dunton Dunton v 
Freeman 1883 F 958 
Beal v Beal 1883 B 5,393 


Haggard v 
Lee v Dunsf 
Skliross v Churchill 1883 8S 239 
~—— v Salmen 1883 M 
Harvey v Wilkin 1883 H 3,134 
Drover v ital and Counties Bank, 

Limited 1883 D 1,680 
Simons v John John v Simons 

1883 S 2,674 
Bowes v Joicey 1883 B 4,088 
De Gallatin v Duffield 1883 D 658 
Bottrill v Dell 1883 B 4,763 
Cottril v D 1883 © 3,736 
In re Whitham Whitham v Whit- 

ham 1883 W 1,144 
Woods v Woods 1883 W 2,699 


1 v De Bernardy 1882 N 
Hutchings v Humphreys 1883 H 


Wales v Wheatley 1883 W 3,643 
Clarke v Glover 1888 © 4,071 

Nash v Wooderson 1883 1,150 
Rosher v Cullen 1883 R 2,203 
Rosher v Cullen 1883 R 2,202 


Chestle v Billinghurst 1883 C 341(Painev Phelps 1883 P ee : 
Smith v Wills 1883 S 3,573 Foard v Oram Oram v 1883 
Studds v Watson 1883 3,119 F 792 


Lumb v Beaumont 1883 L 1,437) Leader v Ward 1883 L 1,850 
Carlisle City & District Banking Co pe lh > al 1883 A 1,460 


v Thom 1883 C 2,970 London & Plate Bank v 
Bather v Potteries, Shrewsbury, &c,| Watters iss” L 2, ry. 
Railway 1875 G 37 Fitchew v Barwick 1883 800 


Clarke v Pannell Crook v Clarke} Parkes v Bateman 1883 P 3,333 
1883 © 2,062 
Miller v Tanner 1883 M 3,097 





Sernorye, C. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Mr. Justice 
Date. yg V. 0. Baoom. pen 
Wednesday, April......... 16 Bg ns Pemberton Mr. cnn Mr. Teesdale 
Thasatey’ cece asec cecs Ward Parrer 
eeeeeeeceeeeeeeeese Pemberton cue Teesdale 
F ceccccccccceccee 19 Ward Farrer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
° Norra. Pearson. 
Vistnasin April...cses. 16 Mr. Koe Nr. Lavie Mr. 
ee c Carrington Mafvcle 
Fria eeceee teeceeseesee 18 Koe Lavie nn 
toni... eeeeresecere 19 Clowes Carrington 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Quzen’s Bencu Drviston. 
Masters in Chambers for Easter Sittings, 1884. 
A. to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays—Master Gordon. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays— Master Sir F. Pollock, Bart. 
G. to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and pee ae Kaye. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays—Master G. Pollock. 
O. to Z.—Mondays, Velen ae Fridays—Master Hon. R. Butler. 
Tuesdays, Th ys, and Saturdays—Master Manley Smith. 


CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


South-Eastern (Pollock, B.)—Lewes, Tuesday, April 22; Hertford, 
Monday, April 2? ; Camb: Friday, May 2; Ipswich, Monday, 
5 Dg te » J.)J— inchester, Tuseds Te oak 


; i > 22; 

City, (apow ( April 29; Taunton, Tuesday, diay 6. North-Eastern 
Butt, JJ. )—-Newcastle and Town, Wednesday, April 23 ; 

pati Wodncoday, Apel 99 Worcester awd City, Monaag Apel 

28; Stafford, Monday, ¥ Nexthem (Care and Day, JJ.)—Catisle 


Wednesday, aan 23 ; Sakata TT April 26; 
Thursday, May 8. Midland (North, J.)}—Northampton, Wednesia, 
April 23 ; Derby, Monday, April 28; Lincoln and City, Friday, : 


arwick, Thursday, May 8. 


Tuesday, April 22; Chester and and City, Friday, Ageil 95; Soamecs, 
narvon, ys ; 
Wednesday, April 30. 


Civil business will only be taken at Manchester, Liverpool, and Leeds. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Srock Companrss. 
Luarrep In CHANCERY. 
SERVICE AND GENERAL STORE, » J. has fixed Monday, 


ona tomas evans Kay, Jha serncinaghoinen at his 
inthe 


MANCHESTER AND OLDHAM Bawx, Lnarrep.—Petition fe stating 
April 10, directed to be heard before Pearson, 
Ng ap dy a FE 
Apri io ee teen pon, 3 on at, 
Naw Gaosvanon Qoczzey Oowpany, Lateran. 
ones ie Lads Comin a.m Ya heard pater eee iss 
’ [@asetie, April 11.) 
Aaneoeed to bet Kyril 2. Chandler Bishopagare 
Een to be heared fore Hgocn, V0 o .C., on April 28, x 


OFfnareday, iipaaeren Tao Ong Compan, Laren — Deon. ta offical Nywides 





Cullen vy Rosher 1883 © 1,275 
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Hotway Consors.—Petition for presented 
heard b before Kay, J., on April 25. bas Se Bishopsgate st 

SaMUEL BURY AND COMPANY, LirTep.—By an order made by J., dated 
April 4, it was ordered that the company y be wound up. Cham yne and 

Davies, Lincoln’ 's inn fields, solicitors for the petitioners 


Marcle ty Gected fae 


(Gazette, April 15.] 


Wea HoNEY AND Sees: Untrep Sitver LEAD MINING CoMPANY, 
LuaiTEeD.—Petition for windin; eapente’ April, directed to be heard before 
the Mpls at the Law on, Chancery-lane, on Friday, April 25. 
Chilcott and Son, Truro, solicitors fort the petitioners 

[ Gazette, April 11.] 


Frrenpty Socretres Dissoivep. 
FRIENDLY x April Cross Guns, Egerton, Turton, Lancaster, suspended for three 
months. 
TODENHAM iN SocreTy, Farriers’ Arms Inn, Todenham, Gloucester, sus- 
pended for ‘hase months, April 9 
[ Gazette, April 11.]} 


GRINDLETON FRIENDLY Society, Buck Inn, Grindleton, York. April 8 
[ e, April 15.] 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


JOHNSON, ee, Reerans Pao . npg — te Gravesend, Gent. Apr 30. Johnson 
v Robey, Pearson, Dees, New 
(Gazette, April 11.] 


GOLDINGHAM, HERBERT GEORGE, Worcester, Solicitor. May 7. Sates John v 
Goldingham and Woodhead, Bacon, V.C. Goldingham, Worceste 
[Gasette, April 15.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
BaLpERson, Mary, Hanover ~ May 13. Bennett, Bruton, Somerset 


Batt, Joun, H May 8. Meadows and Elliott, Hastings 
CARPENTER, Epwin, Merton ri Wimbledon, Gent. June 1. Harvey, Ludgate 


hill 
Cogewasenre, < Joun, Sutton Saint James, Lincoln, Farmer. Apr 15. Mossop and 
Lene P Sutton 


Mossop, 
Longton, Stafferd. 6. Adderley and Marfieet, Longton 
Crato, J ances aus WOODDURY, Tie @ orrector of the Press. May 10. Lee, 


Davies, Mary, Liangattock juxta Usk, Monmouth. May 14. Sayce and Baker, 
pawe Roper, Friar’s Head, nr Gargrave, York, Farmer. May 31. Wright, 
a Rev James HENRY LEIGH, Cheltenham. June 1. Winterbotham and 
- gs Sale, Chester, Cotton Spinner. June 17. Holgate, 
Howanp, Jonn Henry, Belgrave rd, Pimlico, Gent. May1. Boxall and Boxall, 
"Eolas inn tele George lane, Eastcheap, Merchant. June 5. Watson, 
AROLINE. Clifton. ont 15. Winterbotham and Co, Cheltenham 
een ten or Sceptre st, Mile End Old Town, Contractor. May 20, 
LE&IvErs, RGE, "pulwell, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. May 8, Barber 
Low Foun hn ville Upper Clapton, Gent. May 19. Gardner, Leadenhall st 
Mapzn, Jonn Henry, Roc caster, Cotton Spinner. June 17. Holgate, 
, CHARLES, Old Broad st, Stuckhroker. May 29. Bros, Wormwood st, 
ebuaist. ome eeeney Licensed Victualler. May 2. Preston and 
Mion Airs, New Newoaetl upon Tyne, Cask Dealer. May 1. Francis and Bates, 


Porm, WiLtiaM,. ,. Baker. May 16. + a and Butlin, Birmingham 
- ~ Anne, Ernest st, Notting hill. June 24, ostans and Bom amy New 


Broad st 
=. apg Newlands, Stanstead, Herts. May 19. Soames and Thompson, 
aunenanes' | Corbridge, Northumberland, Farmer. May 1. Leadbitter 
and Harvey, N ewcastle upon 
Engineer. May 20. England and Foster, 


’ 





SreaD, J. PHENSON, 


Ter.Low, Joun, Rochdale, Lancaster, Brick and Tile Manufacturer. May 21. 
and Taylor, Faedale 

TuHurstTon, Susan, Cambri May i. Letts, Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn cirev 
" Ow) oe, te $k 9. Fisher and Carter, Old Jewry cube 

ASNEY. JOHN WILKINSON, Ferne or’ . Ma t. 
ELizaBetu, Colnbrook, Buckingham. ay 17. ” Wills, oft 
Wipe. 14mm, Br entwood, Essex, Gent. June 2%, Postans and Landons, New 
WootterT, Pponen, 0 Moers West Dulwich, Nurseryman, b 
Rhodes and Son, Dowgate hill aa a, a lls 

[Gaszette, April 4.) 


as, mae, Hawkshead, Lancaster, Esq. May 12. Mills and Co, Bed- 
Agcuas, S, DAVID, Wickford, Essex, Gent. June 1. Duffield and Bruty, Chelms- 
sear its bingy Veriente, nr Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Esq, May 16. 


Bases Wit m Welingire, Lincoln py ad 
Feet fi NoclaaOat eee | 
co a Nottingham, Fermér, May 2. 





Cooke, GrorGe, Meilor, Derby, Farmer. May 13. May, Macclesfield 
Hutchings, Wareham 
Gocun, THomas, Bu Chester, Feet. May 13 


oi) ‘erchant. une o. Whi ‘ 


ALE, ALFRED, 
Davis, CHARLES Lxiorp, Cambridge, Wine 


DoNxIN, AnTHUR Scorr, Duredale Park Private Retreat, Durham. Ne 
w and Daggett, Newcastle ws. 7 
Ecx, 3 ERICK ANDREW, Cromwell rd, South Kensington, Esq. Mayi. Upton 


Austin 
ree. SPORARD, Highgate, Licensed Victualler. May 14. Nicholls, Lincoln's 
yon, Hveu, Eaton, Norwich, Hard May 5. Bald ont ong i t Norwich 


\wareman. 

JOHN, Twycross, Leicester, Farmer. Apr 30. 
P, J. Fairfield, og May 31. Earle ond Loe Manchester 

Hotz, my table, Bedf Straw Plait Dyer. Know! 

Ree, J0mm, ellow, Somerset, Yeoman. May 1. Rees Meee and Davy, 

Eastbourne. mg Chandler, Finsbury pavem: “4 
Laxaron, § SKINNER ZACHARY, Keswick, Cumberland, Esq. May 1. Upton and 
mitiatiee ANNIE, Clifton Wood, Bristol. May 31. Baker and Co, Weston super 


MorrTon, MarGaret, Aston, York. June: a Alderson and Co, —, 


Oa 
Harpo; 





OXLEY, ISABEL, Clapham comm: sURton an and Co, Austin Friats 
PARKER, Aurni, Manchester, Ge Gent. 

RaWLING, Faanom, & te, York, pol, June2. Walker, yor 
REDFERN, J oSEPH a Bele Wonscoter Gent. May 31. Hickman, 


ROBERTS 14. Davies, Denbigh 
Taxton, san en ay neg Den or oodbridge and Sons, Clifford’s inn, 


Witenes, Kena Margaretting, Essex, Farmer. April 28. Woodward and 


Flood, 
WILiaMs, THOMAS GrirritH, Senny Bridge, Brecon, Surgeon. May 27, Stenton 
and Co, Southwell 
(Gazette, April 8.) 


Agence, | WILLIAM, Wheatley in Gomersal, York. Esq. July 1. Taylor and Co, 

















DAMSON, WILLIAM, S uateroed. Ship Owner. April 30. Marshall, Sunderland 
BAGSHAW, GEORGE, Norv erchant. Senet Shay 28 Sadd and Linay, Norwich 
Boyes, GEORGE EpMuUnND, Sy arson and Co, Cannon st 
ae M, FREDERICE, Clapham. Mas na Aa ur nee e Oy John ohn st, pocsord — 
CAMPBELL, hian: » Upper ood, Esq. 
borough and Co, Austin 
CLARKE, W; M.D., Yeovil. Bannister, John st, Bedford row 
D PHILIP Epwarp, Euston M, Victualler. June 2. yley and 
Co, Potter’s fields, Tooley ; 
hbory pi, New Cou 20. mghes and pe Bu row 


oor Keeper. 


Compton st Bt Giles, S 


Cohen, Sean Salon ot Sopney, censed Victualler June 2. ep 
's fiel ‘ooley st 
HALYBURTON, ELIZABETH, Dundee. April 30. Caister and Shearman, New ina, 


Stran 
=~ mea THomas, Dundee. April 30. Caister and Shearman, New inn, 
Fignamon, Witzaax ABTHUR, Hale, nr Altrincham, Ohester. May 24. Walker, 
r 
Jones, WrLLIamM GoopaLt, Liv we ty Woodburn, Lavespoct 


JONES, WILLIAM Zanwonex, B Srlokton B Esq. y 10. Beachcroft and Thomp- 
, Som, Teochale 


] open te wich, Retired F; .. June #4. Ji I 
omy ea Sofata, Potent, boar." angst “Doran. Nora Bra 
poue foraann, 3 nF Surrey. May 24. 

M OHN, St George’s rd, Peckham, Labourer. "oR ‘eS a 


ary Hall, Esse: May 27. Druces and Co, Billiter 
Fc) ee A : . May 17. Sutton and Elli Tiott, 


a BRADLEY, Dover, Shipowner. June1. Mowll and Mowll, Dover 
OCOCK, JAMES, Bexhill, Sussex, Gent. Ma: Hillman, Lewes 
COCK, rernt, B Sussex. pray Giliman, es 
POOLE, JOHN Moor Take, Bath. May 3. Collins and Bath 
y Kd Sutton Poyntz, Dorset, Gent. May 1. drews and Co, Dor- 
8. Brompton cresct, 1. B and Co, Red Los 4 
ESSA ay eine nite 
a un 0, 
, - . te Soares ig yemigk 


pussy. Due, Lig tg 4 25. Smith and Son, Liv: 


gsland rd. May 15. Blachford and Co, Ab- 


——— Gent. Ma; May 
BROWN, JOHN, Dorie Former’ i Backer a 
DAVISON, Mary, B opwearmou: 
JAMES Watson, Carlisle, wey ia. 
Lips. OMAS, Sowerby Bridge, Yor Surveyor. 3, 
PGE, Aon, Jou 1 be Na re pa Springfield, Ohio, U.S.A., Butcher. May 1. De Ber- 
bomen. © Birmingham, Cut Nail Manufacturer. 


mf JAMES, 1 
yy Bown Ja 


tham, 

Soort, JamEs, Stanley, Durham, i ril 29. Robinson, Bapdertan’, 

8: FRANCES Miny, Ramagate An Fa i and Oo, Cann: 

Wann, Loum, Btamiioe! ot Lambeth. Biechfowd aud Oo. Abchurch 

Wurtz, Wit114M, Henley on Thames, Fishmonger. May 12. Smith, Henley on 

Witxrson, Gzorcz, Hendon, Licensed Victualler. June 10, Jelf and Latham, 
Birmingham 


[ Gasette, April 16.) 


Mins } en 
ORITZ, HENRY SyEd, Ch 
Manchester 

















SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
& Green, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Freehold and 


21, wg bl bs! peeps —2 
eae Fuses bh Sela, mt ty 2 Freehold and Lease- 
1+ ¢p.m., Frechold Prop- 
Sone Leasehold Properties 
Spaas " ot St See so for 9 pam.) Freehold nd 


anes essrs, {1 


april Secure Wins denies 
(see 





aged 61. 


Barnett, / 
Pet Apri 
Brougha 


Relf, Sam’ 


anf 


FORGE eeee 


a 


A] 


Bf 





obpa ct vi rer er 





:. 


E 


ny 10, 
Jpton 
coln's 


= 
n and 
super 
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BIRTHS. 


: Fapteigan-soad, Moseley, the wife of Fred, 
the wife fe of Edmund Sumner, of Doc- 


BeNtIsON.—April 14, at Wheatstone 
H. Benison, solicitor, Birming' 
April 14, at the Knole, El 
rs’ Commons, solicitor, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE. 
eal gy ee 2, at Leary nem Bernhard Ringrose Wise, barrister-at- 
“aw. 8 io Ulan Margare +, daughter of John Forster Baird, of Bowmont- 
oer 
DEATHS. 


ene 12, at amthors, | Sree am, John Matthews Cham- 
berlain, 0: Li erie eer solicitor, 
PAYNE. ~_ > 14, at Fonthill, Reigate, W oon Payne, barrister-at-law, 
recorder of Buckingham, coroner of London, Pontiwek, and the Duchy of 
Lancaster, and high steward of Southwark, aged 6 7 
Waolen” .—April 14, at Glencairn, St. Columb, E rd Whitford, solicitor, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Fray, April 11, 1884 
Barnett, Abraham Maurice, White Lion st, Norton Folgate, Solicitor’s Clerk. 
Pet April 8. Murray. May 1 at 11 


enderson, Ridley, Bush lane, Cannon et, Dredging Contractor. Pet April 9. 
Brougham. ‘Api 29 at 11 : * 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frmay, April 11, 1884. 
Relf, Samuel Burton, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. April 1 
TUESDAY, April 15, 1884. 
Hickman, William, Bridgwater, Gompevest, We Chemist. March 19 
Wallace, George, Gardew, m, Cumberland, Farmer. April 7 


THE BANKRUPTCY AOT, 1883. 

RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Frimay, April 11, 1884. 
mney, Te Tom, i See Boot Dealer. Oxford. Pet Mar 24. Ord April7. Exam 

ay 22 at 12. 
Beesley, James, rer fe Berkshire, Farmer. Swindon. Pet April9. Ord April 
xam May 14 at 12 

h Court. Pet April 8. Ord April 


Brightwell, David, Pentonville rd, Builder. 
Exam May 17 at 11 oe a, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
race William Whi ouse, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Iron Merchant, 
Exam Ap’ ril 30 
Oldbury. Pet April 5. 


Birmingham. Pet A Aon. Ord April 8. 1 
einen Job, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Deaper. 
aes Richard Tunstall. Set tee Blacksmith. Hanley. Pet April 9. 


Exam April 130 at T Hanley, 2. a. 
au fe Baron, an, By eshire, Farmer. Ashton under Lyne, Pet April 9. 
Cox, poo Groctasintane. Leicestershire, Florist. Leicester. Pet April 7. 


Ord Apri &. e % AK Mild High 
omas Hays, Ne m green, ma: 
Court. Pet Mar yag Ord Apr9. Exam May 9 mr at 3 Linoola's fan eld 
Gillespie, Alexander Marshall, William Gillespie, and Colin M 
ple, Ora Crutched Merchants. High Court. Pet Apr 9. ‘Cel does Apr 9. = 
une 13 at 11 at 34, coln’s inn fields 
Gover, at 0. : Léicester, lcester, Saddler. Leicester. Pet Apr9. Ord Apr9. Exam 
ay 7 atl 
Aline J ohn, Sandwich, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Canterbury. Pet 


April 8. Aprils, Exam April 25 

Hoop, Richard Holmfirth, Yorkshire, Woollea Cloth Manufacturer. 

Huddersfield. a pr7. Ord Apr7. Exam Apr hg at 10 

Heathcote i conn, on Peter White, A) cashire,Corn Dealer. 

rd Apr?, Exam 17 a 

froushan> Westm eclinoreland, = a Kendal. Pet April 
7. Ord Aprils, Exam April 26 

Imeson, J William freee, ond, Thomas Imeson, Middlesbrough, B 
Dealers. Stockton on Tees. Pet Aprily. Ord April 9. Tinnen pall Sc'ht 3000 
Toate ‘Court, Stockton on Tees 

J Berye, c: = mpton Weeks, Tottenham court rd, Optician. cy Court. 


April 9. xan May 9 (tat 8, Line rug 
d, rge Gothard, Wisbech, Cam’ 
Pet April Ord April 8, Exam April 21 at 12 at 
Xnigy t, Thomas Hall, . Lostwithiel ae Coal thats Tote, King’ 
tate Thomas’ James, haat Francis and — Bee ey Van 
i ‘one ry Provision Merchants. Birmingham Ord 


fb Jaines, Laptord, Devonshire, Farmer. Exeter. Pet Mar 17. Ord April 9. 
rill, Thomas, Jap.» Headeorn, Kent, Builder, Maidstone. Pet Aprils. Ord 
a0 an aa band % ia Baker, Manchester. Pet Feb18. Ord April 

TRAE Apts 0 Lenn, Nortolk, Boot Manufacturer. King’s 
aac aaa are eens Pent, 
ae: a's inn (ds 
stg Beer Retailer, Birmingham. Pet Mar. Ord 
ttim . Halifax, Solicitor. Halifax, Pet April?. Ord April 7. 





‘Bxawa’ Apr Henry, , Leeds, Boot Maker. Leeds. Pet April?. Ord April ?. 

Srepten, ¢ d , Surrey, Timber Merchant. Kingston, Surrey. Pet 
18, 4. Exam May 9 at 4 

T jyonn. Juncti andsworth. Pet Mar 4, Ord Aprils, Exam 


John, Monten, ag pe Proprietor. Nantwich and 


So 
SE ee  ontamea 
See ‘am Apr itates 


Sunderland, Shipbroker, Sunderland. Pet April 


yo oe re ae 





pyinoot an al Frederick, Newport, thshire, Beerseller. Newport 
Monmow 
wen) yenith Ord 9. Exam April 21 at 2.30 
‘oolmer, remy, High Grocer. Barnet. Pet Mar 2. 
Ord April 9. April 30 at 11 at Townhall, Barnet 
Abbett, Renjesin, 


“Tinennare, Milk Dealer. April 18 at 3.30. 
tf, Haniamin, Great Gea, oan 


Boe Jaman, Chazney, tadnn rani enons April 23 at 11. Bear Hotel, 


Wantage, Ber 
Ook, Anon, Haren, , Mowton, Chheitve, Femmes, April 23at2. Official Receiver, Town- 


cox, Arius,” Gountesthorpe, ‘ut thorpe, ‘Lelcestershire, Florist. April 22 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 28, Friar lane. 












May 1 at 2. 
Davey, ¥ 5at2. Bank- 
ruptcy 
Dev: ew 5at12. Bankruptcy Offices, 


Bh ego st, 


Lodging-house Keeper. April 21 at 11. 
ye ary oe Portugal Sr Te die eine plas 
Grover, Wiiiem, Latesater, Gnddier. April 23 at 12. Official Receiver, 28, Friar 


Griffts, Soren, Fond Green, Accountant. April 18 at 12.30. 28 and 2, St 


Bank- 


Swithin’s lane, 

Hayes, Soha Thom agel st Line neolg's an Selden May iati. Bank- 
ru) Lincoln’s fields 

Hem, rown Hill Mills. nr Hemsrth, oollen Cloth Manu- 


Rocm, lersfield 
h So 
, Lisbon 


% Receiver, 
Hewitt, Jane, Church Essex Ae Tt SS 2ati. 
ae (oe 7v 





Pane Lancashire, 
Sone eens “Apa 18 at 11.30. over ens Receiver, , Ogden’s chbrs, 
Hui illiam, Westmoreland, Farmer, April 2% at 2. 
Messrs. E. and A. Hi is: Belittots, A) by 
Kidd, Wisbech, Cam) Millwright. April 21 at 10.30. 
W. B. Market sq, s Lynn 
Lewis, Step Gell Grocer. April 19 at 12. Official 


Farmer. April 23 at 11. The Castle of Exeter, at 


Exeter 

Mills, Thomas, corn, Kent, Build April 22 at 3.15. The Official 
Renate Wek st, Mattetone ne 

Parsons, John George Sererall Fancy Draper. May 2ati2. Bankruptcy 
Offices, Po st, Lincoln’s inn 

Scales, Joseph, 25, Leche. 9 no occupation. May 1 at 3. 
Simmons: Barnett M yeeeypnes Reyes a 
facturer. May 2 at 38. Lincoln’: 

Sunith, George, Apel hesth, Luke Jesson Sharp, 

Receiver, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Smith. Horace Meiville, April 21 at 12. Hagen 


Alexandre Jacintho, St Senet’s 


Soares, 
gintne, Genes tase. Leeda, Spee Baler, April sit. Lagat inp betas 


‘indore ates 22, 
, (amare, Bartey, Timber Merchant, April18 at 11. 28 and 29, 


St Swi 
Tittle, John Bennett, Bs Bristol, Hotel Keeper. May 2 at 2. Official Receiver, 


ristol 
Manne Chepten Feederiak: Newport, eae: Publican, April 23 at 
12. Official Receiver, 34, Bridge st, Newport, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
a Ibert, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. Swansea. Pet March 21. 


Bingham, Walter, Wednesbury, Tea Dealer. Walsall. Pet March 22. Ord 
| coe Westbourne, Sussex, Market Gardener. Brighton. Pet April 2 
ep egg en ee 
wins Ord April 9 
Richard Henry, Southport, Hairdresser. Liverpool. Pet March 1. 
= tape a Heathoott st, Mecklenburg sq, Travelling Jeweller. High Court 
"Provision Merchant. Carmarthen. Pet March 15. Ord 
vay righ, High st, Worcester, Tailor, Worcester. Pet April 3 Ord 
Fiehisend, John Kirby, Sheffield, Pawnbroker. Sheffield. Pet March 29, Ord 
Pats, James Strickiand, ly, Oambeldgeshire, Wine Merchant. King’s Lynn. 
mo ty “olin "Blaskawion, Devonshire, Carpenter. East Stonehouse. Pet 
Powark upon Trent, Bootmaker, Nottingham. Pet March 
Herbert ward, Newhaven, Sussex, Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne 
hen, 


Gellygaer, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Apr 


3. sort 
wkins, 




















450 . THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


_ April.19, 1884, 








Robinson, George, near Durham, Innkeeper. Durham. Pet Mar 15. Ord 
Se ais Yow, Lynton, Devonshire, Curate. Barnstaple. Pet Feb 7. 


aeetctnde Broughton, Lincolnshire, Miller. Nottingham. ~ Pet 
Derbyshire, Cotton 8 
Rgwogttom, John, Newtown New Mills, Derbyshire, Cotton Spinner. tockport. 


Russell Hawin, Liskar, Cornwall, Saddler. East Stonehouse, Devon. Pet Mar 


Singleton, Jolin, a and Edward George Potion. “raed J hows > Bedford row, 
h Court. * Pet _ 28. 
George, gham, Beer Rotallor ‘Pet Mar 26. Ord 


; Gregory, Cockroft, Bradford; Metal Broker. Bradford. Pet Feb 15. 
siurt, Jane, 1 Lytchett Minster, Dorsetshire, Widow. Poole. Pet Mar 20. Ord 


‘and John — Merthyr Tydfil, Architects. Merthyr 
— mu Peataeees: Path, Pet Mar 20. Ord April 

rer.” 5 
Wi J Laurence, Pembroke Dock, Sculptor. Pembroke Dock. Pet Mar 


15. 
Wiiowte i Hobert, Houghton le Spring, out of business. Durham. Pet Mar 
ane Cannock, Staffordshire, Shop Keeper. Walsall. Pet Mar19. Ord 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
TUESDAY, April 15, 1884. 
Bear, William, Padiham, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Burnley. Pet Feb 22. 
Ord April 3. Exam May 1 at 2.30 


Blackburn, Samuel William, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Aprili0. Ord April 
10. Exam April 23 at 11 ¥ “e 


Case, Alexander by Fe Tokenhouse yd, Clerk. hy hy Court. Pet Mar26. Ord 
April 10. Exam 17 at 11 at 34, Goce inn fi 


John Elli leton, Gloucestershire, Licensed Victualler. 
BBristol” Poe Apel 9. Oed Apeh 10. "Exain Moy 
J : Haney. no 7 ove od of abode, ata Gloucester: Pet April 10. 
iy 
Johnston, William, Carlisle, Cattle Dealer. Carlisle. Pet April 10. Ord ril 
#0." Bam Apu aati 46 Court-house, Cari we ea 
echanical Engineer. High Court. 


res Jopaph Macerenn Cecil st, Strand, Mechanical 
April 1 Ord April 10, Exam May 15 at 11 

sam Ap » Leeds, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet April 9. Ord April 9. 
Robinson, Th ton, nr Huddersfield, Farmer. Huddersfield. Pet 


April 10. Ord April 10. Exam April 28 at 12 
Reinty, Willem Bailey, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Corn Merchant’s o Siena. 
Pet ‘April 10 id. Ord April 10, Exam May 13 at 2, Court house, 
— Sam: Duddington, Northamptonshire, Farm Peterborough. Pet 
April 10. Ont A ril10. Exam May Tee? oie re r 
an, Samy an, Gt Winchester st, Merchant. Bey Court. Pet April 10. 
Aged 10, May 13 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Wi 9 Marbrow, — Innkeeper. Burton on Trent. Pet April 9. 


April9. Exam Ew 
Winslow, William H: ee, Hay Dealer. Frome. Pet April 


9. Ord April 9, Hanns’ Apeil se 
The following Amended Notice is substituted = that blished in the Lond 
Gazette of the 11th A ” te 


TOrowe. Pet April’. Ord Aprils. i 


A 














» Rock sa Proprietor. Nantwich and 


Crewe. -Pet April 7. April 9. Exam April 
Frrst MEETINGS. 
— = Cardiff, Grocer. April'24 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 2, Bute 


Cane William 
%at3. Official Receiver, Whitehall chmbrs, Colmore row, 


Staffordshire, Bipckontth. April 13 at 38.30. Official 


itiam Whitehouse, Handsworth, Stafford, Iron Merchant. April 
Birmingham 


; Ciecelver, Nelson pice, ewcastle under Lyme 


yo tay, Deebvey —— Innkeeper. April 24 at 12. Official Re- 
, 
Thomas James, Michael Francis Egan, and Antoine Cornelis Van 
ale Provision Merchants. April 23 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, brs, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Leeds, out of business. April 23 at 3. Ojicial Receiver, Bank 





Woolmer, Henry, Barnet, Hertfordshire, Grocer. April 23 at 11, 28 and 29, g¢ 


Swithin’s 
ADJUDICATIONS, 
Barney, Tom, Oxford, Boot Dealer. Oxford. Pet March 24. Ord April 10 
Barr, Benjamin Sidney, Leeds, Brewer. Leeds. Pet April2. Ord April 10 
Barras, Harriett, residence unknowr. High Court. Pet Jan 24. Ord April 19 
Botiba, Solomon, Poets, gar Merchant. High Court. Pet March 6. Ord 


James, Henry, no fixed place of abode, Innkeeper. Gloucester. Pet April 
Ord April 10 —— 


Joke, J cniah, Rhymney, Monmouthshire, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet March 9%, 
Jones, ee Josephs Pwillpridd, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Aberystwith. Pet March 1j, 


Ligwelly. Alfred, Penarth near Cardiff, Printer. Cardiff. Pet March 19. Ord 
ray nme Willen ot, Shiebee Marchant. High Court. Pet March 13, 


Perks, cl G., Manchester, Timber Merchant. Manchester. Pet March 10, 
Ord April 10 


Mipekioty, William Bailey, Waltham prea , Essex, Corn Merchant’s Manager, 
Edmont Pet ig owe 10. Ord April 10 ¥ Re 


Smit James Wilson Clapham Comm Theatrical Manager, 
Wandsworth, Pec xpells, Dea hpul's = 


Stas. Gesnge Henry, Leeds, Boot Maker. Leeds. Pet April 7. Ord 
Pp 
ayy “ ceanges Tonbridge Wells, Grocer. Tonbridge Wells. Pet March 18, 
a bard Marlow, ton, Innkee Burton on Trent. Pet April9, 
be) = ril 9 meee. me e 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Frmay, April 11, 1884, 


ar vm pate, Pantllinmawr, Llanrwst, Denbighshire, Farmer. Bangor, 
P 
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—— ows, Hudders nr Huddersfield, Farmer. April 24 at 3. Law Ht the SotictrtoRs’ JouRNAL must be 
the writer. 
Wasivanptendéee, Farmer. April 24 at 12. County ° : ; 
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